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TOWN OF LUDLQWASSACHUSETTS
HOUSING PRODUCTION PLAN

l. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Housing Production Plan suggests a range of options tollwaigwcloser to the state 10%
affordabilitythresholdfrom the current level 08.5% alsopresenting a proactive housing agenda of
Townsponsored initiative$o meet pressing local housing need&hile housing costs are relatively
more affordable than other communities in the region and statany residets arestill findingthem
high in comparison to their income€hildren who grew up in toweontinue to facehe possibility that
they may not be able tafford to raise their own families locally. Loteym residents, especially the
elderly,mayfind themselves less able to maintain their homes and keep up with increased taxes,
insurance and utility bills but unable to find alternative housing that better meets their current life
styles. Town employees and employees of local businesagbe increasing} hardpressed to find
housing that is affordable ibudlow and those with disabilitiemayfind it difficult to locate housing
that meets their special needaviore housing options are required &aldresshese local needs and
produceLudlonQ & F | &f Nehjiahdd hedds.

A major component of this Housing Production Plan is a Housing Needs Assessment that presents an
overview of demographic, economic and housing characteristics and trends, identifying housing needs
and providing the context within whicl responsive set of strategies is developed to addressithThis
Housing Needs Assessment is included in Sections 3, 4 and 5 of this Housing Plan, and highlights are
included in Sections 1.1 and 1.2 below.

1.1 Summary of Significant Demographiconomic and Housing Characteristics and Trends

Demographic Trends Little population growth since 2000 with projected future population
declines but increases in older adults

[ dzR f gopuationhasremained relatively stableince2000 at somewhat morehan 21,000 residents
increasing by only 0.7% between 2000 and 20TBigate was considerably less tharoge of all

surrounding communities and the 2.7% and 5.8% rates for Hampden County and the state, respectively.
These growth rates indicate that Hampden County is growing at about half the statewide rate with

[ dzZRf 26 Q& LR LIz I GA2Yy NBYIFAYAYy3 [o62dzi FEl G

Population projectionssuggest declines through 2030. For examible Pioneer Valley Planning
Commission indicata loss of population to 20,563 residents by 2020. The State Data Center at the
University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute calculates tmafppulation will also decrease
somewhat to 20,931 in 2020 and down further to 20,495 residents by 2030. Projections from the
Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAP€I)ggest even greater declines to a total population of
19,992 in 2020 and 18,313 b@3D, representing a loss of 2,790 residents from 2010 or 13.2%

There have generally been declines in younger resideartd major increases in older onetrends
that are projected to continue For example, there wersignificant increases in older ndiig-age

lalt/ X 6KAES y2i GKS ¢26yQa | aaA3IySR NBIAZ2YIE LI YYAY
communities in the stateGo to www.mapc.orgfor more information on M\PC.
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residentsas those in the agd5 to 64 range increasdu 86%between 2000 and 2016Population
projections from the State Data Center suggest that children under age 20 will decrease considerably,
from 21.8% to 17.7% of all residents between 2ah@ 2030 an overall 22% reductiorOn the other

end of the age rangehbse 65 years of age or older are estimateditzrease by 56%representing the
aging of tlosein the 55 to 64 age range in 20&6 well aghe baby boom generatian

Continued bcal planningefforts to guide future housing growth to accommodatdgemographic shifts
will be necessary witha particular focus on the housing needs of many more seniasswell as
attracting younger adults to invest in the community

While Ludlow is not racially diversthere isconsiderable ethnic diversityith continuing
concentrations of residents of Portuguese, French, Polish, Irish and Italian descent.

There hasalsobeen a higher level of growth in households than populatidoe toincreases in
smaller householdsThe trend towards smaller households, those with two persons and three persons
especially, suggests the need for smaller housing units as starter homes or places for downsizing.

Economic Trends Income levels havgenerally kept pace with inflationary trends but there

are notable income disparities

The mediarhouseholdincomeincreased by 37% between 2000 and 2016, from $47,002 to $64,537,

which is comparable to the rate of inflation but much lower than sketewide increase of 92%he
2OSNIFff ANRPGAYI LINRPALISNRGE 2F [dzRf 26Qa NBAARSYI(:
numbers of those earning more than $100,000, from 8.5% of all households in 2000 to 476tbirdne

by 2016, much higher tma22.4% forthe countyL y NX 3+ NR (G2 YSRALlLY K2dzASK2
2T bPcnIpoTt ¢Fa YdzOK KAIKSNI GKIy (GKS O2dzyieqa I
wide median of $70,954.

On the other end of the income range, 26.3% of Lwdhmuseholds were earning below $35,000 based
on 2016 census estimates, about the same as the 26.6% level statemtideich lower than 36.4% for
Hampden County.

The median income of families was double that of fiamilies at $74,879 versus $37,36firaling

highly correlated with the greater prevalence of two worker households in families and the considerable
number of seniors living alone which are counted as-fammilies. It is not surprisintpat median

income levels were highestr families,homeowners, those in the prime of their earning potential, and
men.

There are also growing income disparities between renters and owners. An estigtdtedf renters
earned less than $35,000 in ZDéompared t09% of homeowners in this income range. On the other
hand,about halfof the homeowners earned more than $100,000 compareti8% of renters.These
income disparities suggest a greatneed to focus on rental housing to support residents with lower
incomeswho aremuch more challenged to compete in the private housing market

While poverty isrelatively low in Ludlow, there have been small recent increasésPoverty declined
for individuals and families, at 5.4% of all residents and 3.8% of all families in 2016, substantially lower

2 The federal poverty levels for 28Wwere $12,140 for a single individual ar20,780 for a family of three (3).
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than Hampden Countsnd the stateat 17.9% and 11.4% of the populatjoespectively Nevertheless,
there was some increase in panty for children and seniors according to 2016 census estimates.

About 5% of households were earning Supplemental Social Security income with some low amounts of
public assistance with average cash payments of $3,903. Somewhat more householdsaly@it &b,

received Food Stamp/SNAP benefitsf S NI @ (KA & &ddzoaSid 2F (GKS ¢26yQ
financial strairyet there are only 293 statapproved affordable units

Employment data suggests relatively low average wages for local jolise average weeklyagewas

$868, whichislessthanhalf2 8 1 2 y Q& | @S NJ 3 %4 an 8sp less thanI$H088 forthe b m =
City of SpringfieldThisaverage weekly wage translates into an annual income of abodb$81Q

meaning that it is likely that the average person employedLlindlowwill find it challenging toafford

to live in the community.

Educational attainment is relatively comparable to county levédlst well belowthe state with 83.5%

of those 25 year of agor older having a high school degree and higher and 21.8% with at least a

o OKSf 2NNRa&a RSANBS a 2F HnanmcX dzlJ O2y&AARSNIo6fe& 71
many more to better compete fdnigherpaying jobs.

The Ludlow School Distt has experience declining totanrollment over the past decade or so with
total enroliment at 2,646 students in the 20418 school year, down from a high of 3,116 in 2604
Projections indicate continuing declines to 2,314 students in 2020 and 1y9322%5.

Of all Ludlow residents in 2016, 15.1% claimed a disability, comparable to the county level of 15.7% but
significantly higher than the statewide level of 11.686 the population continues to age, with those

65 years of age or older predicted fgrow by56%between 2010 and030, the level of special needs

in the community willalso increasavhich suggess a greater need for handicapped accessibility and
supportive serviceso beintegrated into new housingdevelopment

Housing Trendg Continung housing growth and ensiderable &ordability in the private
housing market

Ludlow has digher level of ownefroccupancyat 77% of all occupied units compared to 62% for both
the county and state.

Census data suggests thetere was a gain of 299 rental unitsetween 2000 and 2016, growing as a
percentage of the housing stock from 22.5% to 25.2¢significant portion of these units were created
as part of the Steens Memorial and Mill 10 projects.

The average number ofgrsons per unit declinedbetween2000and 201Qfrom 267 persons to 60
persons for owneoccupied units and from 21 persons tol.98persons for rental units. These low
average occupancy levels reflect local, regional and national trends towardeishmiseholds and
relate to the change in the average household sizeuidlowfrom 255 persons in 2000 to 2.4% 2010

Census data suggesisme increases in vacancy rattem 1.9% to 6.2% for rentals and from 0.4% to

1.4% for ownership units between 2000 and 2016. The 2016 rates are also somewhat higher than those
for the county and state. As any rate below 5% reflects very tight housing market conditions, these
vacancyevels still indicate a relatively strong homeownership market.
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Ludlow continues to have arhited diversity of housing types wittmodestincreases in multfamily
housing and decreases in mobile homeSinglefamily unitsalsoincreased by 10% betwe&®00 and
2016 according to census informatippompared to a total increase in the housing stock of 9% during
this period. The percentage of singmily detacheddwellings is much higher in Ludlow than the
county at 73.2% in 2016 compared to 55.9%.

The mediansized unit was moderatehgizedwith 5.6 rooms up modestly from 5.4 rooms in 2000 and
comparable to the medians of 5.4 and 5.5 rooms for Hampden County and the state, respectively. Only
8.6% of housing units were very small, with three (3yme@r less, while 16.2% of all units were large

with eight rooms or more, up from 10.5% in 2000, and reflective of some of the larger homédmtieat
beenbuilt more recently Not surprisingly, more of the smaller units were occupied by rentdtts the

median number of rooms in rental units having 4.2 rooms as opposed to a median of 6.0 rooms in the
owner-occupied stock.

ldzR f 2 ¢ Q doccApied HIINg stock retains some considerable affordabilifgh 36% of such units
valued at less than $200,000 inI®and another 2,580 units valued in the $200,000 to $299,999 range,
representing another 43.2% of the ownReccupied housing stock. Only 110 units or 1.9% were valued
above $500,000.

As of the end of 2017, the median sales price of a sifagitely homewas $199,900down from the

peak of the market in 2007 with a median of $217,50Be housing market has been rebounding from

the financial crisis of a few years agehen the melian dipped to $172,000 in 2012 dzRf 2 6 Q& Y SRA
house price is significantly higher than @17 county level of $85000but much lower than thestate

at $36,000.

To afford the median sales price o$iaglefamily homeof $199,900, a household would have to earn

an estimated $49,00 assuming 80% financing, good credit and the ability to come up with down

payment and closing costs of about $45,808uch upfront costs would be a huge challenge for many
homebuyers, firstime purchasers in particular. If the buyer could qualify %@financing, from

various statesupported or insured programs, the income required would increase somewhat to

$55,000. Such income is not far off from the HUD limit for a tpexson household earning at 80%

AMI or $57,000 and confirms the relative afflR 0 Af AG& 2F [ dzRf 26 Qa K2dzaAy3

The average household with a median household income of $64,537 could likely afford a home costing
about $263,600 based on 80% financing and $234,500 based on 95% findrwng.is therefore no
affordability gap as the redian-priced, singlefamily home ($199,900) is lower than what a median
income earning household can afford based on both 80% and 95% financing.

There are 504 condos in Ludlow or about 6% of the housing stddie condo market has also
experienced substantial ups and downs in terms of both values and number of sales; and unlike most
communities, median condo values are not substantially lower than those of gargly homes.The
median-priced condo of $172,0@requires an income of about $49,000 with 80% finangitige same

as the higheipriced singleamily home due to the inclusion of the condo fee in underwriting criteria
(estimated at $200)In regard to 95% financing, thequiredincome increases somewhto $54,200.

3 Figures based on 80% financing, interest of 4.5%ye20 term, annual property tax rate of $19.01 per thousand,
and insurance costs of $6 per $1,000 for siffglaily homes an&4 per thousand for condos. Also based on the
purchaser spending no more than 30% of gross income on mortgage (principal and interest), taxes and insurance.
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Both incomes are below the 80% AMI limit for a thpErson household of $57,000nce again
demonstrating the relative affordability of the housing market in Ludlow

The median income earning household could afford a condo for about 328Bbased on 80% financing
and the need to come up with more than $50,000 in cash for the down payment and closing costs.
Therefore,currently there isno affordability gap for condos as what a median income earning
household can afford is higher than thmedian condo priceof $172,000.

The rental market is considerable with about 2,000 units that include about @ngrter of the

occupied housing stockThe median rent increased by 42% between 2000 and 2016, higher than the
38% rate of inflationto $884whichwas higher than the countyedianof $837 but lagging significantly
behind the statewide median of $1,10%.is also important to note that the census counts includie
293subsidizedrental units, about 15% of all rentalghus making therental marketin Ludlowappear
more affordablethan it actually is

The gross median rent of884, reported by the 206 census estimates, requires an income of about
$43,460. Assumingn averagemonthly average utility allwanceof $200and the occuparg paying no

more than 30% of their income on housjtigis rent isnot affordable toan estimated 53%f[ dzRf 2 4 Q&
renter households.

To afforda $1,100rental, a more realistic market rent, a household would have to earn approximately
$52,00Q again basd on the assumptions abovéhis income is relatively comparable to the HUD
maximum limit for a tweperson household earning at 80% of area median income of $51,200, but much
higher than the median income of renter households of $37,361isindt affordable to about 62% of

renter households.

A HUD reporestimated that 27% of all Ludlow households were spending too much on their housing
including more than 764 households or 9% spending at least half of their income on hou&Mithose

3,489 households earnirag or below80%of median incometepresenting about 42% of all households,
1,773 or 51% were experiencing cost burdens with 704 or 20% spending more than half of their income
on housing costs.

1.2 Summary ofargded Housing Needs
These characteristics and trends sugdasgeting Town attention and resources to tf@lowing priority
housing needs:

1 Affordable rental housing at abo80% of affordable units produced

9 Assistance for firstime homeownersat about 2% of affordable units produced.

1 Greater handicapped accessibility and supportive services for the disabled and an increasingly
aging populatiorat about at least 20% of units for seniors and individuals and 10% for families.

I Support for lower income ownex with pressing home repair probleras a portion of the
homeownership goal

1.3 Summary of Production Goals

The state oversees Housing Production regulations that enable cities and towns to adopt an affordable
housing plan that demonstrates production of 0.50% over one year or 1.0% ovsetws of its year

round housing stock eligible for inclusion in the Sdized Housing InventoryLudlownow has to

LudlowHousingProduction Plan 5



produce4? affordable units annually to meet these production goatgch will likely increase to an
estimated 44 units when the 2020 census figures are released in 2021 af 2022

Under Housing Production regaments, f the state certifies that the locality has complied with its
production goad, based on 0.5% or 1.0% of its y@aund units,the Town may be able, through its
Zoning Board of Appeals, to deny comprehensive permit applicatiwrzgsperiod ofone year or two
years, respectively

Using the strategies summarized in Sectothe Town oLudlowhas developed a Housing Production
Program to chart affordable housing production activity over the next five (5) years. The projected goals
are best guesses at this time, and there is likely to be a great deal of fluidity in these estimates from year
to year. Production goals include the creatioh an estimated240affordable units.

1.4 Summary of Housing Strategies

The strategies outlineth Table 11 are based on previouglans the Housing Needs Assessment,
community input, prior locahousirg efforts,and the experience of other comparable localities in the
region and throughout the Commonwealtf he strategies also reflect state requirements that ask
communities to address a number of major categories of strategies to the greatest extent
applicable®

It is also important to note that these strategies are presented as a package for the Town to consider,
prioritize, and process, each through the appropriate regulatory channels.

“Thed2dzy A G FA3IdzNE A a RSNR IS Rroun@housihglstbak Hotanhdusiitg uditF mifuslzRt 2 ¢ Q a
seasonal or occasional units) based on 2010 census dat&4iuet figure estimates housing growth.

51f a community has achieved certificatimithin 15 days of the opening of the local hearing for the

comprehensive permit, the ZBA shall provide written notice to the applicant, with a copy to DHCD, that it considers
that a denial of the permit or the imposition of conditions or requirements wdédonsistent with local needs,

the grounds that it believes have been met, and the factual basis for that position, including any necessary

addzLILR2 NI A PGS R20dzYSyidl A2y o LT GKS FLIWIX AOIYy(d gAaKSa G+
WA GGSy y2G4A0S G2 51 /5% gAGK | O2LkR G2 GKS %.!'3 gAGKA)
documentation to support its position. DHCD shall review the materials provided by both parties and issue a

decision within 30 days of its regeiof all materials. The ZBA shall have the burden of proving satisfaction of the
grounds for asserting that a denial or approval with conditions would be consistent local needs, provided,

however, that any failure of the DHCD to issue a timely decisiah Ise deemed a determination in favor of the
municipality. This procedure shaliggerthe requirement to terminate the hearing within 180 days.

6 Massachusetts General Law Chapter 40B, 760 CMR 56.03.4.
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Tablel-1: Summary of Housing Strategies

Timeframe for # Affordable | Responsible Entity
Strategies Implementation Units
1. Capacity Building Strategies
1. Conduct ongoing community Years 12 * Sponsors of affordable
outreach and education housing initiatives
2. Secure financial resourcks Years 12 * Board of Selectmen
affordable housing
3. Establish an Affordable Housing Years 12 * Board of Selectmen
Trust Fund
4. Restore the Fair Housing Years 12 * Board of Selectmen
Committee
2. Zoning and Regulatory
Strategies
1. Expandnixed-use Years 12 * Planning Board
redevelopment areas
2. Allow more diverse housing typg Years & * Planning Board
in more areas
3. Encourage flexible zoning and Years & * Planning Board
open space development that
includes affordable housing
4. Allow affordable housing Years & * Planning Board
development on norconforming
lots
5. Explore further development Years & * Board of Selectmen
incentives
6. Explore inclusionary zoning Years & * Planning Board
3. Development and
Preservation Strategies
1. Continue to pursue mixegse Years 12 139 Board of
and multifamily housing Selectmen/Planning
development Board
2. Make suitable public property Years 12 50 Board of Selectmen
available for affordable housing
3. Partner with developers on Years 12 41 Board of
privately-owned properties Selectmen/Planning
Board/Zoning Board of
Appeals

4. Introduce a Housing Rehab Years & 10 Board of Selectmen

Program

* Indicates actions that are unlikely to directly prodnesv affordable units by themselves
but are key to creating the resources or regulations that will contribute to actual unit creation.
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2. INTRODUCTION

The Town of Ludlow is locates the Chicopee Rivém Hampden County ithe southern part of the
Pioneer Vallepisected bythe Massachusetts Turnpike and also served by Interstate ZBé townis
bordered byChicopee a the west,Granbyon the north,Belchertownon the northeastPalmeron the
east,Wilbrahamon the south, andpringfieldon the southwest.

Developednitially in the Colonial period, Ludlow grew from an agricultural community into an industrial
town. Significant growth occurredy NB alLl2yasS (2 GKS [dzRft2¢ al ydzFl O
world-wide producerof jute® ¢KS /2YLIlye LIXIF@8SR | adzmaidlyaalt
Town Center, including the development of company housing for its work#ith the establishment of
Westover Air Force Base in 1940 and the constructidghe@Massachusett$urnpikein the 1950s
Ludlowhasevolved intoa more suburban residenal communityof about 21,000 residentsnany of

Portuguese, French and Polish descéifite community has still maintained some remnants of its

industrial past howevemwith an establieed factory district and Westover Industrial Pasich it

shares with neighboring Chicopeés with most communities, Ludlow continues to struggle with how

to balance future development needgth the preservation ofts past and community character.

2 KAfTS GKS O2YYdzyaAteQa K2dzaAiy3a adG201 OFly 0SS O2yal
the region and state, the question arises as to how affordable it is to residents. As this Housing

Production Plan will document, there are segmentshef community who are struggling due to very

limited financial means or other unmet special needs. More recent and projected demographic shifts

will continue to challenge Town efforts to address changing hoysiogities.

2.1 Why Prepare a Hoagi Production PlafHPP?}

ThisHousing Production PlgiiPPwill provide updated information on demographic, economic and

housing characteristicand trendsas well as recommended strategies to address still unmet local

housing needsupdating and exparddy 3 dzLJ2y G KS K2dzaAy 3 aSOilthey Ay |
planning effort represersta proactive approach to defining and achieving the following local affordable
housing and community planning objectives:

9 Offers greater local control ovaffordable housing development as communities that make
sufficient progress in implementing the HPP will have the potential ability to deny Chapter 40B
comprehensive permit applications that they determine to be inappropriate or not reflective of
local neals.

91 Provides updated documentation on important demographic and economic trends that have a
bearing on future local and regional housing needs.

1 Provides a detailed analysis of the local and regional housing dynamic, analyzing how market
prices affectresi8y 1 a4 Q oAt AGe G2 LI& o0FaSR 2y @I NA2dz

1 Analyzes potential development opportunities to help diversify local housing to address the
range of identified local housing needs.

1 Identifies what resources are available to popt affordable housing development and how the
Town can most strategically leverage local investment.

1 Includes important data that can be used in applying for public and private sources of financial
and technical support for affordable housing developrner other community needs.

LudlowHousingProduction Plan 8



9 Offers a useful educational tool to help dispel misinformation and negative stereotypes

regarding affordable housing, ultimately to galvanize local public support for new housing

initiatives.

T 58Y2yaidNI GSa

GKS O2YYdzyArlieQa

AyaSyi

g2

LINB | O

More than a hundred municipalities, like Ludlow, have adopted such Plans and are working towards

their implementation. See Section 7 for more details on Housing Produelammequirements and

goals

2.2

What is Affordable Housing?

Affordable housing is generally defined by the income of the household in comparison to housing costs.
I.
income. If households are paying more tharstihreshold, they are described as experiencing housing
affordability problems or cost burdens; and if they are paying 50% or more for housing, they have

For exampleHUDidentifies units as affordable fousing costs arao more than 3Q

severe housing affordability problesn

27

K2 dza SK::

Affordable housing is also defined according to its availability to households at percentages of median
income for the ared,and most housing subsidy programs are targeted to particular income ranges
depending upon programmatic goals. Extremely-loeome housing is directed to those earning at or
below 30% of area median income (AMI) as defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Developmentand very lowincome is defined as households earning between 31% and 50% of area
median income. Lw-income generally refers to the range between 51% and 80% of area median
income.

In general, programthat subsidize rental unitaretargeted to households earning within 50% or 60%

AMI with some lower income requirementsthin the 30% AMI level Firsttime homebuyer projects
/ KIF LIGSNI nn.
AMI. Income limits under the Community Preservation Act (CPA), which many Massachusetts

Iy R

iKS

adltiasSQa

communities have adopted, are up 100% AMI.

Table 21: HUD Income Limits for th8pringfieldMA Metropolitan Area, 20%7/2018

| 2YLINBKSY & At@®%t SN A (

# Persons in
Household

30% ofArea

Median Income

50% ofArea

Median Income

80% ofArea

Median Income

1

$16,600$16,950

$28,000$28,250

$44,800$45,200

19,20019,400

32,00032,300

51,20051,650

21,60021,800

36,00036,350

57,60058,100

24,60025,100

40,00040,350

64,00064,550

28,78029,420

43,20043,600

69,15069,750

32,96033,740

46,40046,850

74,25074,900

N[OOI WIN

37,14038,060

49,60050,050

79,40080,050

8+

41,32042,380

52,80053,300

84,50085,250

Median Income =&6,600%$73,900

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)

7 Ludlowis part of the Springfield, MA HUBletropolitan Statistical Are@MSA)
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A common definition of affordable housing relates to the Chapté domprehensive permit prografn.

This legislation allows developers to override local zoning if the project meets certain requirements, the
municipality has less than 10% of its yeawnd housing stock defined as affordable in its Subsidized
Housing Inventory (SHI), or housing prodoetgoalsand other statutory requirements angot met.

(See Section 5.6 for requirements for including units on the 3Igf the units are eligible for inclusion

in the SHI in Chapter 40B rental developments while only the actual affordable uniswared in

ownership projects.

Of[ dzRf 2 ¢ Qearrouriddausing units293or 3.51% meet Chapter 40B requirements and thus
have been determined to be affordable by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts as part of the
Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHMore details on the SHI are included in Section 5.6.

This total 0293 SHI units means that Ludlow hasizablegap of541dzy Aida Ay 2NRSNJ G2 Y
10% affordability threshold under Chapter 40B without considering future growth that willaserte
number of yeafround housing units and the 10% goal over time.

2.3  Housing Goals

¢ KS ¢ 2 ¢ yaster Plampecified affordable housing goals, most of which are also adopted as part
of this Plan and serve as the context for informing the strategies that are proposed to address local
housing needs. These goals include:

1. Balance residential developmentwiththdNR2 G SOG A2y 2F (GKS (G26y Qa
historical resources.

2. Expand safe, high quality housing opportunities for people of all economic means.

3. 9y KIFyO0S (GKS ljdzafAde yR OKIFNIOGSNI 2F (GKS /
area.

da'y

Ludlowresidentshaveindicated theirstrong preferencesor providing a wide range of housing

opportunities whilepreseningli KS 126y Qa y I Gdz2NI f 21LISy aLl O0Sa a ¢
to protect natural resources, community character and qualitiifef This can be most effectiye

accomplished by adopting strategies consistent with the principles of smart gaevislopment that

utilize comprehensive planning to guide, design, develop, revitalize and build communities.

It should be noted thaparticipants in the May 17, 2018 Community Housing Forum also had an
2LIR NI dzyAde (G2 aKINB GKSANI gAaizya NBIFNRAyYy3A [ dzF
goals:

Become more proactive and less reactive to affordable housing init&ative
Achieve greater crodsoard and community involvement in affordable housing
Encourage appropriate affordable housing development

Restore existing housing in areas like East Street

=A =4 =4 A

8 Chapter 774 of the Acts of 1969 established the Massachusetts Comprehensive Permit Law (Massachusetts
General Laws Chapter 40B) to facilitate the development of affordable housing faahomoderateincome
househdds (defined as any housing subsidized by the federal or state government under any program to assist in
the construction of lowor moderateincome housing for those earning less than 80% of median income) by
permitting the state to override local zoniragnd other restrictions in communities where less than 10% of the
yearround housing is subsidized for leand moderateincome households.

LudlowHousingProduction Plan 10




Encounter less apathy and more hope in the community about affordadalsing

Meet the 10% state affordability goal quickly

Pursue useful legislative changbswever difficult to help promote affordable housing

Make affordable housing feasible bgsuring a reasonable return to developers through funding
and/or incentivegsuch as tax breaks) to developers

=A =4 =4 =4
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3. DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

It is important to closely examirgemographiaharacteristicand trendsto understand the
composition of the population and how it relates to current and future housing nekdy.questions to
be addressed include the following:

What have been the historical growth trends in the community?

What are the ramifications of ineases and decreases of various age groups in regard to
housing needs?

1 What are the variations in household size and types of households that sigpge#fichousing
needs?

T
T

3.1 Population Growthc Little population growth since 200With projected future
population declinesandincreasesn older adults

As noted in Table-3 and Figure 3., Ludlow experienced the greatest population growttween 1950

and 197Qdoubling in populatiorirom 8,660 to 17,580 residents/ith another majo growth spurt of

12.76 betweeril990 and2000. The population remained relatively stable after 2000 at somewhat

more than 21,000 residentslthough the 2017 Town census figure was 18,924l of these figures

reflect theHampden Countyail populatiorwith an average count of about 900 male inmates

Table 31: Population Change

Year Total Population Change in Number Percentage Change
1930 8,876 -- --
1940 8,181 -695 -7.8%
1950 8,660 479 5.9%
1960 13,805 5,145 59.4%
1970 17,580 3,775 27.3%
1980 18,150 570 3.2%
1990 18,820 670 3.7
2000 21,209 2,389 12%
2010 21,103 -106 -0.5%
2016 21,352 249 1.2%
Town Records 18,986
April 2017

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census Summary File 1 and University of Massachubeits|ixitate State
DataCenter for decennial counts. The BRa GA Yl GS Aa FNBY (GKS | ®{ ® / Sy adz
Survey, 5Year Estimates, 2@12016.

Table 32 provides a comparison pf dzR f @aivid date and those of neighboring communities as well
as Hampden County Yy R {1 KS & (i poputatipnbarglydaBréaged 6yily 0.26 betweer2000

and 205, which wasconsiderably less than thgrowth rates ofall surrounding communities and the
2.7% andb.8%ratesfor Hampden County and the state, respectivelfhese gowth rates indicate that

9 It should be noted that this Housing Needs Assessment includes the méstdate data availableThe

decennial ensus data is typically provided as this data reflects actual countsmasierecent issue of the Census

. dzNB I dzQa ! YSNR OF y [/ 2186shimynifal Some darhl didScdveréd!by theldecénaial counts and
for more upto-date information.The AC8ata utilizes continuous measurement approaches and a rolling sample
and is thussubject to sampling error and variation.

0 The disparity between the federal and local figuretyscallybecause éderal census counts students as living at
their collegesand universities while the Town counts students as living at the home of their parents.
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Hampden County is growing at about half the statewide rate with Ludléw LJ2 LJdzf G A2y NBYI
flat. Springfield has also experienced very little population growatinalf the county levelwith
Chicopee growing at a compéla rate to the county and Wilbraham growing significantly at 8.7%.

Table 32: Comparative Population Growth, 2000 to 2016

Place 2000 Census | 2010 Census | 2016 Census | % Growth
Estimates 2000 to 2016

Ludlow 21,209 21,103 21,352 0.7%
Chicopee 54,653 55,298 55,991 2.4%
Springfield 152,082 153,060 154,074 1.3%
Wilbraham 13,473 14,219 14,640 8.7
Hampden 456,228 463,490 468,467 2. 7%

County

Massachusetts | 6,439,113 6,547,629 6,811,779 5.8%

SourcesU.S. Census Bureau, Census Summary File Wrdnersity of Massachusetts Ddmze Institute
{GFGS 5FGF / SYyGSNI F2NJ RSOSyyAalt O2dzyiao ¢ KS
Community Survey,-¥ear Estimates, 2012016.

HAMC

The Pioneer Valley Planning Commis¢PYPC) indicates that the Lower Pioneer Valley, that includes
Ludlow, has been experiencing slow growth due largely to the number of births exceeding deaths.
PVPC anticipates that this natural increase will continue through,2680gh at diminishing Mels

after which slightly higher growth will occur through 203Browth is then estimatetb fall off in the
2030 to 2035 periodRegional projections also suggest that net-migration will continue but to a
lesser extent until 2030 when net-migration is expected PVPC further notes that-imigration into

the region is heavily concentrated among collegge studentshowever, a large number generally

leave following their studies.

Population projections from the

25,000 ‘Figure 31: Population Change, 0
21,209 21,103 Pioneer Valley Planning
£0.000 18.820 Commissia indicate some loss of
’ 17,580 1919V population to 20,563 residents by
2020. TheState Data Center at the
15,000 13,805 University of Massachusetts

Donahue Institute calculagghat

the population willalsodecrease
somewhat t020,931 in 2020 and
down further t020,495 residents

by 2030. Projections from the
Metropolitan Area Planning Council
(MAPCY suggest evegreater
declines to a total population of
19,992 in 2020 and8,313 by 2030,
representing a loss of 2,790 residents from 2010 or 13s% Tables-3 and 35 for breakdowns by

age.

10,000 +;
5,000 -
0 L T T T T T T

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

Ualt/ X gKAES y20 GKS ¢26yQa | aaA3IySR NBIA2YIE LI YYyAy
communities in the stateGo to www.mapc.orgor more infaomation on MAPC.
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3.2  Age Distribution¢ Greatest gains in the baby boom generation
Table 33 presents census data on changes in the distribution of ages from 2000 through 201

Table 33: Age Distribution, 2000 to 2016

2000 2010 2016
Age Range # % # % # %
Under 5 Years | 1,040 4.9 876 4.2 1,196 5.6
5¢ 17 Years 3,388 16.0 3,185 15.1 2,862 13.4
18¢ 24 Years | 1,955 9.2 1,892 9.0 1,495 7.0
25¢ 34 Years | 2,916 13.7 2,435 115 2,584 12.1
35¢44 Years | 3,722 175 2,945 14.0 2,733 12.8
45¢ 54 Years | 2,962 14.0 3,575 16.9 2,947 13.8
55¢ 64 Years | 2,059 9.7 2,700 12.8 3,822 17.9
65¢ 74 Years | 1,625 7.7 1,737 8.2 1,900 8.9
75¢ 84 Years | 1,264 6.0 1,185 5.6 1,174 5.5
85+ Years 278 1.3 573 2.7 619 2.9
Total 21,209 100.0 21,103 100.0 21,352 100.0
Under 18 4,428 20.9 4,061 19.2 4,057 19.0
Age 65+ 3,167 14.9 3,495 16.6 3,694 17.3
Median Age 38.5 years 40.2 years 44.2 years

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 20002-idand American Community SurveyYear Estimatefor 2012-2016.
*The American Community Surveyyear Estimates for 2@t2016 provide only percentages and thus some
rounding error has occurred towards getting to tB&,352total.

9 Small decrease ichildren
Ludlow experienced lossof children under age 18ver the pastouple of decades, declining
by 367 children between 2000 and 2010 or by 8.3% and then leveling off between 2010 and
2016 Based on 2@lcensus estimates, these children represent abt@#oof all residents,
down from 2.9% in2000.

The number of young residents in the
The Town should explore opportunities to 18 to 24age rangaleclinedsomewhat

: . from 1,955in 2000 to1,495by 208,
attract or retain young adults in the .
and as a percentage of all residents

community by providing starter housing from 9.2% to7.0%. While PVPC
options. reports that collegeage students were
instrumental in fueling iAmigration
into the region this has not been the case in Ludlow.

1 Additional declines in youragults
Younger adults in the early family formation stage of their lives, the 25-&g@4category,
dropped from 13.7%0f the populationin 2000 t012.1% by 208, representing a loss of 332
residents in this age category.
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Figure 32: Age Distribution, 2000 to 2016
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1 Substantialfall-off of youngemiddle-age residents
Those in the 35 to 44 age range declined by 27%, 8ai@2residents in 2000 t@,733by 2035,
potentially driven byrelativelyhigher costs of living in Ludlow.

9 Fluctuations in numbers of residents age 45 to 54
Those in the 45 t84 age range increased fro}962 to 3,575 residents between 2000 and
2010 and then returned to approximately the 2000 level to 2,947 residents according to 2016
census estimates.

1 Significant increases in older mida@ige residents
Part of the baby boom generation was spilling into the older age categories by 2010 as those
in the age55 to 64 range increased from@59residents in 2000 t,822by 2016,
representing a growth rate 086%.

years or older

Local planning to guide future housingrowth to The number of those 65 years of age
accommodate projected population increases will bi @nd older also grew by7%, from 149%

; : : f the population in 2000 to 13% by
necessary with a particular focus on the housin 0 )
y X ) 9 2016 or from 3,167to 3,694residents.
needs of many more seniors.

Table 34 offers population projections by age category for 2020 and 2@80piled by the State Data
Center comparing these figures to 2010 census figurBlsese projections are also visually presented in
Figure 33, clearly showing the dramatic increase in those 65 years of age ortbédeeflectsthe aging
2T GKS O2YYdzy A i &&ya colioft adHBuUMRriteR & Nabk8An& Rgurs 2. This

growth is particularly noteworthy given th& 9% projected population decrease between 2010 and
2030.Projections suggest decreasing percentages of younger residents below age ithatahtial
increasesn older adults. For example, lildren under age 2@re projected to decrease considerably,
from 21.8% to .7% of all residents during this perio@n the other end of the age rangdidse 65

years of age or older are estimated facrease by 56%from 3,495residents in 2010 t&,467by 2030,
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growing fran 16.6% t026.R%oof the population. This represents the aging of the significant population

in the 55 to 64 age range in 2016.

Table 34: Age Distribution, 2010 Census afdate Data CenteProjections for 2020 and 2030

Age Range 2010 Census 2020 Projetions 2030 Projections
# % # % # %
Under 5 Years | 876 4.2 707 3.4 709 35
5¢ 19 Years 3,753 1738 3,444 16.5 2,911 14.2
20¢ 24 Years | 1,324 6.3 1,195 5.7 1,168 5.7
25¢ 34 Years | 2,435 115 2,182 10.4 2,213 10.8
35¢44 Years | 2,945 14.0 2,480 11.8 2,275 11.1
45¢54 Years | 3,575 16.9 3,089 14.8 2,685 13.1
55¢ 64 Years | 2,700 1238 3,494 16.7 3,067 15.0
65¢ 74 Years | 1,737 8.2 2,342 11.2 2,966 14.5
75¢84 Years | 1,185 5.6 1,334 6.4 1,742 8.5
85+ Years 573 2.7 664 3.2 759 3.7
Total 21,103 100.0 20,931 | 100.0 20,495 | 100.0
Under 20 4,629 219 4,151 19.8 3,620 17.7
Age 65+ 3,495 16.6 4,340 20.7 5,467 26.7

SourceUniversity of Massachusetts Donahue Institute, State Data Ce2®d5

Figure 33: Changes in Age Distribution, 2010 and State D:

6,000 Center Projections for 2020 and 2030
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TheMetropolitan Area Planning Council (MAP@} also prepared population projections that suggest
even greater populatiofossedo 18,313residents by 2030 as shown in Tabib. 3All age groups below
age65 are projected talecrease as a percentage of all residenmith the exception of young adis in

the 20 to 34 age range which are projected to decrease in number but grow slightly from 17.8% of the
population in 2010 to 18.9% by 2016&n the otherhand, those 65 years of age or oldere projected

to increase by42% during this periodo 27%of all residents by 2030lower thanthe 56% increase
projectedin the State Data Centeprojections.
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Table 35: Age Distribution, 2010 Census aMRPCProjections for 2020 and 2030

Age Range 2010 Census 2020 Projections | 2030 Projections
# % # % # %
Under 5 Years | 876 4.2 639 3.2 628 3.4
5¢ 19 Years 3,753 17.8 3,302 16.5 2,550 13.9
20¢ 34 Years | 3,759 17.8 3,601 18.0 3,468 18.9
35¢64 Years | 9,220 43.7 8,460 42.3 6,707 36.6
65+ Years 3,495 16.6 3,990 20.0 4,960 27.1
Total 21,28 100.0 19,992 | 100.0 18,313 | 100.0
Under 20 4,62 219 3,941 19.7 3,178 17.4

Source:U.S Census 2010 andetropolitan Area Planning Council (MAP@nuary 2014.

3.3 Racial CompositianVery smallminority population with considerable ethnic diversity
Table3-6 presents data on the racial distribution of the populatiorLirdlow The town has had some
limited but increasing racial diversity wittb 8%00f the population describing themselves as white in
2000, decreasing to 94# 2010 and 2016 About23%o0f the minority residents claimed Asian descent
and another 20% dBlack or Africasimericanancestry, down considerably froB000. Almost 40% of
minority residents indicated that they were of two or more races. A total of 1,409 resideris6% of
all residents claimed a_atino or Hispanic affiliationThecommunity has substantigthnic diversity
however, with concentrations of resident$ Portuguese, French, Polish, Irish and Italian descent.

Table 36: Racialnformation, 2000 to 2016
Population 2000 2010 2016
Characteristics # % # % # %
White Population* 20,315 | 95.8 | 19,828| 94.0 20,079 94.0
Minority Population | 894 4.2 1,275 | 6.0 1,273 | 6.0
Asian Population* 125 0.6 171 0.8 290 1.4
Black Population* 432 2.0 514 2.4 251 1.2

American Indian* 20 0.1 25 0.1 23 0.1
Some other race* 65 0.3 271 1.3 493 2.3
Those of 2Races 250 1.2 286 1.4 198 0.9
Latino/Hispanic 1,372 | 6.5 1,183 | 5.6 1,409 | 6.6
of any race

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2060nary File ;3American Community SurveyYearEstimates,
20062010 and 202-2016 *Includes only those of that race

3.4 Household CompositianHighergrowth in households than populatiomeflecting
increases in smaller households

As shown in Table-3, the number of households increased frah659in 2000, to 8,080by 2010, and
then downa bitto an estimated3,000by 20356. This represents 4 5%net growth in households which
is considerablyhighe than the overall population growth @f.7% during the same period.

While there were some increases in the number of families from 2000 to 2016, as a proportion of all
households they remained about the same at 7@#ich is higher than thalmost65% level for
Hampden Countand 64% state levas shown in Table& There has been a proportional decrease in
married couples with children under age 48dalso some declines of femaleaded households with
younger childrepoften among the most vulnerable residents in any community.
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Table 37: HouseholdCharacteristics2000 to 2016

Type of 2000 2010 2016
Household # % # % # %
Households 7,659 | 100.0 | 8,080 | 100.0 | 8,000 | 100.0
Famiiest 5513 | 72.0 | 5,569 | 68.9 | 5,745 | 71.8

Husbandwife Family 1,797 | 235 | 1,605 | 199 | 1,538 | 19.2
with Children < 18*

FemaleHeaded 386 5.0 401 5.0 331 4.1
Familieswith Children

<18*

Non-families* 2,146 | 28.0 | 2,511 | 31.1 | 2,255 | 28.2
Average 2.55 persons | 2.46 persons | 2.59 persons

HouseholdSize
Average Family Size 3.03 persons | 2.97 persons | 3.04 persons
In groupquarters/ 1,705 persons | 1,224 persons | 632 persons
Institutionalized
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 200Q010Summary File;JAmerican

Community Survey-¥ear Estimatefor 2012-2016. *Percent of all households

Table 38: Comparison of Househol@haracteristicgor
Ludlow, Hampden County and Massachuset)16

Type of Ludlow Hampden Massachusetts
Household County
# % # % # %

Households 8,000 100.0 | 177,153 | 100.0 | 2,558,889 | 100.0
Familes* 5,745 71.8 115,047 | 64.9 1,627,194 | 63.6
Husbandwife Family 1,538 19.2 | 26,500 | 15.0 | 487,844 19.1
with Children < 18*
FemaleHeaded 331 4.1 19,016 | 10.7 | 170,580 6.7
Familieswith Children
<18
Non-families* 2,255 28.2 |62,105 |35.1 | 931,695 36.4
Average 2.59 persons 2.56 persons 2.54 persons
HouseholdSize
Average Family Size 3.04 persons 3.17 persons 3.15 persons

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census @2009@010Summary File;JAmerican
Community Survey-¥ear Estimates for 2012016. *ercent of all households

Table 39 examines the types of households by household size. Swegéon households comprised
23.1%o0f all households in 2@, down from24.2%6and 26.4%n 2000and 2010, respectivelyOf the
1,845singleperson households in 261928 or halfwere 65 years ofge or older.There were also
2,844two-person households, up fro@547such households in 20Ghd 2,996 in 2010Threeperson
households also increased during this period, from 17.9% in 2000 to 19.3% by 2016.
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Table 39: Types ofHouseholds by Siz2000and 2010Census and 2@Estimates

Households 2000 2010 2016
by Typd Size # % # % # %
Nonfamily 2,148 28.0 2,367 30.5 2,255 28.2
households
1-person 1,857 24.2 2,050 26.4 1,845 23.1
2-persons 244 3.2 262 3.4 328 4.1
3-persons 13 0.2 48 0.6 50 0.6
4-persons 23 0.3 0 0.0 32 0.4
5-persons 11 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
6-persons 0 0.0 7 0.1 0 0.0
7+ persons 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Family 5,518 72.0 5,386 69.5 5,745 71.8
households
2-persons 2,303 30.0 2,334 30.1 2,516 31.4
3-persons 1,360 17.7 1,301 16.8 1,494 18.7
4-persons 1,236 16.1 1,176 15.2 1,151 14.4
5-persons 450 5.9 409 5.3 437 55
6-persons 151 2.0 144 1.9 106 1.3
7+ persons 18 0.2 23 0.3 41 0.5
Total 7,666 100.0 7,753 100.0 8,000 100.0

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census, Summary File 3, and American Commuriity &ariasyimates
20062010 and 202-2016. Because these figures reflect sample data, they are somewhat different than the actual
counts included in TableB

The D16censusestimates alsadentify a slight trend towards proportionately feweairige families from
8.2% with fivgpersons or more in 200@0 7.5% by 2010and7.3% by 2086, somewhat lowetthan 8.5%
for Hampden County

The trend towards smaller households, those with two persons and three persons especially, suggests
the need for smaller housing units, either as starter homes or places for downsizing.

Census data also suggests a sharp decline of those institutiahaliggoup quarters, the Hampden
County Jail in the case of Ludlow. This data indicates a decrease from 1,705 residents in 2000 to 632 in
Hamc X | f0K2dzZaK ihéulles Whavardg@rumbenofFigmsis-abokit 00.
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4. EconomidProfile
This section examines income and other issues related to economic status to address the following
guestions:

What changes in income levels have occurred and how does this relate to housing affordability?
Are there growing incomdisparities amongesident®

What are the relative incomes of Ludlow residents and those with local jobs?

What are the trends toward educational attainment that can affect employment opportunities
FYR 2ySQa loAfAle G2 FTTFF2NR K2dzAaAy3IK

1 What proportion of the population idisabled or has other special needs that limit their
employment options and income?

= =4 =4 =4

4.1 Income Income levels have generally kept pace with inflationary trenllst there are

notable income disparities

Table 41 and Figure 4 show that incomédevek have generally increased between 2000 and 20E6r
example the medianhouseholdincomeincreased by 3% between 2000 and 261from $7,002to

$64,537 which is comparable to the ratef inflation during this period of 38% but much lower than the
statewide increase of 92%rom $36,952to $70,954 It is also worth noting that the $64,537 median is

close to the $64,000 HUD% of area mediammcome(AMI)limit for a household of four living in the
SpringfieldiSAarea.

The overall growing prosperity bfidlownQa NBaA RSy ida A& Ff&a2 NBTftSOGSR
numbers of those earning more than $100,000, fr6&8 households 08.5% of all hoseholds in 2000

to 470 or onethird of all households by 2@] much higher thar22.4% for thecountybut lower than
35.%forthestate. ¢ KS (2 ¢y Q& LIS NJ 30892016, significarRlyvhighesthas theb

county level of 87,057but much lower thestate at 88,069 In regard to median household income,

[ dzRf 26 Qa € SOSt 2 FSNIclinkKlpyo Tl KS a0 2vddyQike (KaA AKiG bPpmZ nnn
thanthe stateg A RS YSRALY 2F bPTtanIdgpnod [ dzR f ewcdhigheYtBaR A | Y  F
those for Chicopee and Springfield$t9,005and $35,742, respectively, bgignificantlyjower than

2 Xf0ONF KIFYQA G PhpcZnTtcd

Table 41: Income Distribution by Househol®000 to 2016
2000 2010 2016
Income Range | # % # % # %

Under $10,000 446 5.8 209 2.7 227 2.8

$10,00624,999 1,444 | 18.8 | 1,154 | 149 | 979 12.2
$25,00634,999 959 125 | 574 7.4 900 11.3
$35,00049,999 1,199 | 15.6 | 1,190 | 15.3 | 893 11.2
$50,00674,999 1,998 | 26.1 | 1,687 |21.8 | 1541 | 19.3
$75,00099,999 962 125 1,319 | 17.0 | 962 12.0
$100,000149,999 | 507 6.6 1,153 | 149 | 1,658 | 20.7

$150,000 + 151 1.9 467 6.0 840 12.5
Total 7,666 | 100.0 | 7,753 | 100.0| 8,000 | 100.0
Median $47,002 $61,008 $64,537

Householdincome
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CeB808 Summary File ;3American Community SurveyYear Estimates,
20062010 and 202-2016.
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On the other end of the income rang#6.3%of Ludlowhouseholdsvere earning below $35,00based
on 2016 census estimatgsbout the same as the 26.6%yvelstatewidebut much lowerthan 36.4% for
Hampden County.

Figure 41: Change in Income Distribution, 2000 to 2016
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Table 42 provides median income levels for various types of houselm@dsd on 2016ensus

estimates The median income of families wdsuble that ofnon-familiesat $74,879versus 87,361, a

finding highly correlated with the greater prevalence of two worker households in families and the
considerablenumber of seniors living aloren fixed incomes andounted as noffamilies. It is not

surprising that besides those living in families, median income levels were highest among homeowners,
those in the prime of their earning potential, and men.

Table 42: Median Income by HousehoIType, 206

Type of Household/Householder Median Income
Individual/Per capita $31,897
Households $64,537
Families $76,472
Nonfamilies* $31,953
Renters $37,361
Homeowners $74,879
Householder less than age 25 *x
Householder age 25 to 44 $77,583
Householder age 45 to 64 $83,571
Householder age 65 or more $31,445
Fulttime, yearround male workers $56,156
Fulttime, yearround female workers $46,582

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Sulegr EEstimates 2@12016.
*Includespersons living alone and unrelated households members.
** Not available as the sample size was too small.

Almost onequarter of households received retirement income with a mean income of $22,082. A
considerable number of residents received Social Security Income, 37.6%, with a mean income of
$16,632. About 5% of households were earning Supplemental Secialt$income with some low
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amounts of public assistance with average cash payments of $3,903. Somewhat more households, 700
2N) ydy:z 3 NBOSAGSR C22R {UFYLKk{b!t oSySTAdGaod /Sl
serious financial strain.

A canparison of 2000 and 2@lincome levels for owners and renters is provided in Taie 4An
estimated44.6% of renters earned less than $35,000 in @Cdompared td21.0% of homeowners in this
income range. On the other hanBk.8%of the homeowners eamd more than $100,000 compared to
1.1% of renters. The disparity of incomes by tenure is also reflected in median income le\&1s36f1$

for renters and $4,879for homeowners, increasing fron8%,020and $%3,644 respectively, from 2000.
This means tat the median income of renters rose by 20%, half the homeowner rate of 40% during this
period.

The 206 median income for renter households in Ludlowgubstantially higher than that fahe county

at $24,852and somewhat lower than the state median $89,116 The 2016 medians for homeowners

were $74,204 and $95,052r the county and staterespectivelyA Y RA OF G Ay 3 G KIF in [ dzRf 2
line with the county but far below the statewide leyalreoccurring trend with respect to income levels
Certainlyhomeownership continues to be the predominant and typically preferred form of tenure for

those with sufficient incomes to access it.

Table 4-3: Income Distribution by Owner and Renter Housells| 2000 and 208

Renters Homeowners

Income Range 2000 2016 2000 2016

# % # % # % # %
Under $10,000 227 13.2 129 6.4 242 4.1 98 1.6
$10,00024,999 | 488 28.3 433 21.4 931 15.7 546 9.1
$25,00034,999 | 252 14.6 339 16.8 698 11.8 561 9.4
$35,00049,999 | 376 21.8 321 15.9 814 13.7 572 9.6
$50,00074,999 | 288 16.7 324 16.0 1,657 27.9 1,217 20.4
$75,00099,999 | 75 4.3 180 8.9 895 15.1 782 13.1
$100,000149,999| 9 0.5 250 12.4 543 9.2 1,398 23.4
$150,000 + 10 0.6 37 1.8 155 2.6 803 13.4
Total 1,725 100.0 2,023 100.0 | 5,934 100.0 5,977 100.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census summary Fild@amncan Community SurveyYear Estimates
2012-2016.

4.2 Poverty¢ Relativelylow and declining with the exception of children and seniors since
2000

Table 44 indicates that povertphasdeclined since 2000 for individuals and families at 5.4% of all
residents and 3.8% of all families in 2G16This level of poverty was substantially lower than that for
Hampden County at 17.9% and even the state as a whole at 11.4% of the populati@nthéless,

there was some increase in poverty between 2010 and 2016 for children and seniors according to 2016
census estimates.

There have also been some increases in the numbers of children who qualify for the free or reduced
lunch program in the Ludlow Public School system. Those children coming from families who earn no

12 The federal poverty levels for 28Were $12,140 for a single individual ar0,780 for a family of three (3).
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more than 130% of the poverty level qualify for free nseahile those earning between 130% and 185%
of the poverty level are eligible for reducguiced meals. In 2000, 12% of students qualified for these
programs, doubling to 24.5% by 2010, and up further to 26.5% in the-28%¢hool year.

Table4-4: Povety Status,2000 to 205

Type of Resident 2000 2010 2016
# % # % # %

Individuals* 1,238 | 6.4 1,161 | 5.5 1,153 5.4

Families ** 291 5.3 200 3.6 218 3.8

Female Headed | 116 30.5 95 23.7 55 16.5

Families ***

Related Children | 396 9.0 240 5.9 272 6.7

Under 18 Years

Individuals 239 7.9 133 3.8 170 4.6

65+ *kkkk

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CeB808 Summary File 3; American Community Survégdr Estimates,
20062010 and 202-2016. * Percentage of total population

** Percentage of all families* Percentage of all femaleeaded familiesvith children under 18

**+* Percentage of all related children under 18 yed&r$** Percentage of all individuals age 65+

4.3  Employment Relatively low average wages for local jobs

Of the17,726Ludlowresidents over the age of 16 in 26111,1320r 62.8%were in the laboforceand
10,4160r about59%were employed according 2016 census estimate$his data suggests an
unemployment rate at that time for town residents 4f6.

It should also be noted thad7.6%of workers drove alone to work, anoth&r3% carpooled An

additional 341 or 3.3%ither worked at home or walkedOnly 40 or 0.4% of workers usgablic

transportation according to the 2@lcensusestimates. The avege commuting time wa24.1minutes,
suggestinghat manyemployment opportunities werén reasonablereach | 4 aA ai SR o6& GKS
excellent highway access

The 208 censusestimates also providmformation on the concentration dfudlowworkers ty
industry, indicating thaB2% ofLudlowQ @sidents in the labor forcevere involved in management or
professional occupationgnother27% insales and office occupationand the remainder iservice
occupations 17%), production and transportatiod {99, and constructionnatural resources or
maintenance occupationd2%). An estimate@9%of LudlowQ &orkerswere privatewage andsalaried
workers, anothel5% were government workers, amdbout 8% were selemployed.

Detailed labor and workforce ttafrom the state on employment patterns for those who work in

Ludlow is presented in Table54 This information shows an average employmert®@B64workersas

of the end of 2017, 10,412 who were employaadan unemployment level of 4.2%ompared to

. 2802y YR 2Af0NYKIFIYQa G HOTO:I  [Th datadidaiSdk@es G noc
some concentration of job® retail trade as well as health care or social assistance and construction.

There were also significant jobs in the manufacturing and accommodations/food services industries.

The average weeklyagewas 868, whichis lessthanhalf2 2 12y Qa | GSNI I ®4andS S| f &
also less than $138 for the City oSpringfield Chicopee had a relatively comparable rate of $853 with
Wilbraham lower at $759] dzR f $#868@verage weekly wage translates into an annual income of
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about $45,310meaning that it is likely that the average person employedLndlowwill find it
challengng to afford to live in the community.

Table 45: Average Employment and Wages by Industry, 201

# Establishment| Total Wages | Average Average Weekly

Industry Employment | Wage
Construction 85 $44,402,922 | 718 $1,189
Manufacturing 30 $29,235,711 593 $948
Wholesale Trade 16 $9,657,590 214 $868
Retail Trade 45 $14,996,700 | 613 $470
Transportation and Warehousin{ 14 $7,843,749 144 $1,048
Information 4 $474,638 12 $761
Finance and Insurance 21 $8,807,188 156 $1,086
Real Estate, Rental and Leasing 9 $1,303,055 28 $895
Professional/Technical&vices | 28 $11,505,675 | 202 $1,095
Administrative/ Waste Services | 41 $16,584,482 | 523 $610
Health Care/Social Assistance 147 $24,582,811 | 692 $683
Arts, Entertainment/Recreation | 5 $1,272,411 69 $355
Accommodation/Food Services | 41 $8,946,771 578 $298
Other Services, Except Public | 40 $7,011,228 177 $762
Administration

Total 555 $300,847,614 | 6,668 $868

Source: Massachusetts Executive Office of Labor and Workforce Developaeciy, 9, 2018.
Shadedareas represent industries with an average of at least 500 employees.

4.4  Educatior Increasing educational attainment andecliningpublic school enroliment
Educational attainment is relatively comparable to county levels but well lower that for the Jtage.
percentage of those having a high school diplanhigherwas 83.5%n Ludlowaccording to 2016
census estimates and 85.4% for the county, both lowentthe statewide level of 90.1%Additionally,
21.8% of Ludlow residents 25 years of age oroldet@2 Y LJX SGSR | 06 OK BfabiN &
lower than26.2%6for the county and half thd1.246statewidelevel The elucational attainmenbf

Ludlow residents has increased over the yeans,considerably fron75.26 andl4.8% with at least high
school or college degree in 2000, respectivalydgivingmany moreresidents the abilityo better
compete forgood-paying jobs

Census estimates al&udicate that hose enrolled in school (nursery through graduate school) totaled
4,334residents in 208, or 20%o0f the population, and those enrolled preschoolthrough high school
totaled 3,188students, representig 15%of all residents.The 2016 cesus estimates counted 1,146
residents in college or graduate school.

The Ludlow School District enroliment has beeareasingover the past decade or seith total
enrollment at 2,646 studestin the 201718 school year, down from a high of 3,116 in 260
Enroliment projections from Massachusetts School Building Authority (MSBA) indicate continuing

RS

declines to 2,314 students by 2020 and 1,982 by 2025. Historic and projected total student enrollments

are presented in Figure2
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Figure 42: Historic and Projected Change in Student
Enrollment, 1995 to 2025
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4.5 Disability Statu$® ¢ Significantspecial needs witn the community withanticipated

future increases

Of all Ludlow residents in 2@, 3,2190r 15.1% claimed a disabilitygomparable to the county level of

15.7%but significantlyhigherthan the statewide level ofL1.6%. Ludlowhada lower proportional level

of children with disabilities &.5% compared t@.1% and 46% for the county and stateespectively,
however. C2 NJ 1 KS 23GKSNJ I 3S OF S32 NX S dable tp wheiRd c2theQa  SOS-
county but higher than the stateith the exception of children

Table 46: Population Five Years and Over with Disabilities fardlow, Hampden Countgnd the

State,2016

Ludlow Hampden County | Massachusetts
AgeRange # % % %
Under 18 years| 142 3.5 7.1 4.6
18to 64 years | 1,672 12.9 13.3 9.0
65 years 1,405 38.1 38.9 33.0
Total 3,219 15.1% 15. %% 11.6%

of all residents| of all residents of all residents

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Suegr Estimates 2@12016. Includes those in the
civilian, noninstitutionalizeghopulation.

Additional information on the types of disabilities for local seniors is summarized in Fable 4

comparing Ludlow estimates to those of the state basedhert dzfF G1a | St GK tf 1y C2dzy
Aging Community Profile. Compared to the state, th@ge65 yeardo 74who live in Ludlow do better

on average on st of thehealthy aging indicators including many of the disability levels listed below.

13 Disabled households contain at least one or more persons with a mobility eraselfimitation. It should also
benotedi K G GKS G4SN GRA&lIOfSRé A& o0SAy3a NBLIIFOSR o0& &2\
terminology as those with special needs are interpreted to be the people who first need affordable, available

and/or accessible housing.
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As the population continues to age, with those 65
years and older predicted tocrease by 56%
between 2010 and 203Ghe level of special needs in
the community will grow, suggesting a greater need
for handicapped accessibility and supportive service
integrated into housing Services from the Council or
Aging and other area service providers will also
increasingly become under greater demand.

On the other hand, those 75 years of
age or older tended to fare not as well
when compared to the statewide
levels

TheTufts Healthy Aging Profile also
noted that Ludlowis a very walkable
communityand, compared tosome

other state averages, older residents of
Ludlow do better on indicatorsuch as
breast cancer, lung cancer, hospital
stays, nursing home stays, engency

room visits,andthe number of monthly prescription medicatioisr example Howeverthe profile also
reported thatthey do worse on stroke, arthritis, glaucoma, exercésej colon cancer screening.
Community resources to promote healthy aging include a walking tat&;ouncil on Aging, arttie

¢ 2 ¢ Ye@QraationDepartment. Access to senior transportation, physical activity, and lifelong learning

resources are limitetiowever.

Table 47: Types oDisabilities

Population Characteristics

Ludlow Estimates

State Estimates

% disabled for a year or more 33.3% 31.0%
Hearing impairment
% 6574/% 74+ 6.4%/30.3% 7.4%/21.2%

Vision impairment
% 6574/% 74+

1.7%/17.7%

3.2%/9.3%

Cognitionimpairment
% 6574/% 74+

1.4%/11.4%

4.7%/12.1%

Ambulatory impairment
% 6574/% 74+

11.8%/36.1%

12.9%/29.4%

Seltcare impairment
% 6574/% 74+

4.8%/10.9%

3.7%/12.2%

Independent living impairment
% 6574/% 74+

2.5%/27.1%

7.2%/24.3%

Source: Tufts Health Plan Foundation, Massachusetts Hye&dfing Community Profile
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5. HOUSING PROFILE

This section summarizes housing characteristics and trends, analyzes the housing market from a number
of different data sources and perspects/eompares what housing is available to what residents can

afford, summarizes what units are defined as affordable by the statehalud establishthe context for
identifying priority housing needs

5.1 Housing Growth Continued growth with195units built between 2010 and 2016

Table 51 presents data ofi dzR f Ksérhousing growthindicating thatabout18%2 ¥ G KS ¢2 46y Q
housing predates World War, lbw in comparison to 32% for the countyntil recently, @velopment

activity ranged froma low 0f6% in the 1940s to a spike 28% in the 180s and therleveling off to

between 11%or 13%in the 1960s1970sand 180s. Housing growth slowed a lafter that, but

increased somewhat between 2000 and 2009 according to the 2016 census estimates. These estimates
also suggested very little development since 2010, which was not the case.

The data in Table- is from the/ Sy & dza AnuitBnl-Conhiunity Survepadiffers somewhat
from the actual census counts as shown in TabBe Bor exampleTable 51 indicatesthat there were
7,567 housing units by 2000, which actual census counts suggest 7,841. Addjfiaiaéys1 identifies
an increase of 840 unitsebiveen 2000 and 2009, but the actual census counts inditetethere was a
gain of542unitsduring this period, a difference of 298 units which is not far off from the disparity in
number of units in 2000The development of only 16 units between 2t 2016 runs counter to the
186 unit figurebased onTable 53 as well as building permit information summarized in Tabk 5

Table 51: Housing Units by YeaiStructure Was Built2016

Time Period # %
2010 through 206 16 0.2
2000 to 2009 840 9.8
1990 to 1999 662 7.7
1980 to 1989 1,027 12.0
1970 to 1979 969 11.3
1960 to 1969 1,113 13.0
1950 to 1959 1,727 20.2
1940 to 1949 516 6.0
1939 or earlier 1,553 18.1
Total 8,569 100.0

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community SurvVeprbstimates, 202-2016

Table 52, based on building permit activitindicatesthat 191 singlefamily units were built between

2010 and 20@ as well agwo 2-family dwellings for a total number of 195 unit&dding these 195 units

to the total number of uits included in the 2010 census count of 8,383 units, comes to 8,578 units, only
nine units higher than the016census estimatef 8,569 units

In 2017, anotheR9 units were permittedncluding 24singlefamily homes and five condominiums for a
total valuation of $7,002,000 and $684,0008spectively, anén average valuation &291,750 and
$136,800, respectivelyThis information suggests a total housing stock of 8,607 units as of the end of
2017.
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Table5-2: Residential Bldling Permits, 2010 through 201

Year # Building Permits Total Valuation Average ValuatiofUnit
/Units

2010 18 $4,060,767 $225,598
2011 12 $3,182,286 $265,190
1 2-family $200,000 $100,000
2012 33 $4,849,065 $146,941
2013 30 $6,441,717 $214,724
2014 26 $5,941,629 $228,524
2015 32 $6,461,000 $201,906
2016 40 $6,747,000 $168,675
1 2family $180,000 $90,000
Subtotal 2010 to 2016 193/195 $38,063,464 $195,197
2017 24 singlefamily $7,002,000 $291,750
5 condos $684,000 $136,800
Total 222/224 $45,749,464 $204,239

SourceUniversity of Massachusetts DdalzS L y & ( A (i dz(i S Qead L{diow BuSiding DepartmentS y i S NJ

5.2  Housing OccupangyHigh level of ownefoccupancy but gnificant gainsn the renter-
occupied housing stock

Besides total housingnit figures, Table 8 includes a summary ofcupancycharacteristics for 2000,
2010 and 20@ that indicates the following major trend$:

1 High relative level of ownayccupancy
Of the8,383total housing units in 2010, Ludlow h&8@8B37yearround units® of which8,0800r
96.4% were occupied. Of the occupied un@350r 77.26 were ownetoccupied relatively
the same proportioras2000 but involving an increase of 300 such units betwe02and
2010. The 2016 census estimates indicate sofalhf 258 owneroccupied units to 74.7% of all
units, which is questionable. This level of owaecupancy is stithuch higher tharihe 61.6%
levelfor Hampden County ang2.1% statewide.

i Gains inrenter-occupied units
Census data suggests ththere was a gain of 121 rental units between 2000 and 2010 with
another 178 units built between 2010 and 2018uch unitgrew as a percentage of the housing
stock from 22.5% to 25.3%lore than ahundred of these units were created as affordable, part
of the Stevens Memorial and Mill 10 projects.

91 Decrease in persons per unit
The average number of persons per unit declined betw2@d0and 201Qfrom 267 persons to
2.60 persons for owneoccupia units and from 211 persons tol.98 persons for rental units.
The 208 census estimates indicate some increaBewever,to 2.69and 231 persons
respectively which are questionableThese low average occupancy levels reflect local, regional

1 These 2000 and®0 census figures are based on actual decennial counts while tl&fig0tes ares-year
OSyadza SadAYl GSa BNRevcaiGoBmuhitugieydza . dzNB I dzQ

15 The yearound figure 8,337units) is the one used under Chapter 40B for determining the df#étdability goal
and annual housing production goals. It is calculated by subtracting the seasonal or occasionébufinds(the
total number of units §,383 per the2010 censusThe yeatround figure will increase when the 2020 census
figures arereleased.
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and natonal trends towards smaller households and relate to the change in the average
household size ibudlowfrom 255 persons in 2000 to 264in 2010

Table 53: Housing Occupancy, 2000 to 21

Housing Characteristi¢ 2000 2010 2016

# % # % # %
Total Housing Units 7,841 | 100.0 | 8,383 | 100.0| 8,569 | 100.0
Occupied Units* 7,659 | 97.7 8,080 | 96.4 | 8,000 | 934
Total Vacant Units 182/ 2.3/ 303/ | 3.6/ 569 6.6/
/SeasonalOccasional 26 0.3 46 0.5 34 0.4
Occupied Ownetnits** | 5,935 | 77.5 6,235 | 77.2 | 5977 | 74.7
Occupied Rental Units**| 1,724 | 22.5 1,845 | 22.8 | 2,023 | 25.3

Average House
Hold Size/Owner
Occupied Unit
Average House
Hold Size/Renter
Occupied Unit
Source: U.Lensus Bureau, Census 1990, 2000 and 2010 SummanakdeAnerican Community
Survey 5Year Estimates, 2@12016 * Percentage of all housing units ** Percentage of occupied housing
units

2.67 persons 2.60 persons | 2.69 persons

2.11 persons 1.98 persons | 2.31 persons

1 Increasingracancy rates
As shown in Table-8, census data suggestsme increases ivmacancy ratefrom 1.9% to %
for rentalsandfrom 0.4% to 1.4% for ownership unlistween2000and2016 The 2016 rates
are also somewhat higher than those for the county and stédte .anyate below 5% reflects
very tight housing market conditions, these vacancy levels indice¢gystrong
homeownershipmarket.

Table5-4 Vacancy Rates, 200@010and 2056
Ludlow Ludlow

Tenure

2000 2010

Ludlow 2016

County 206

MA 2016

Rental

1.%%

5.1%

6.2%

4.3%

4.1%

Homeowner

0.4%

0.7%

1.4%

1.2%

1.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, and 2010 and American CommunitybMeae¥stimates, 2@1
2016.

5.3 Types of Structures and Ungimited diversity of housing typewith modest
increases irmulti-family housing and decreases in mobile homes

Census data indicates that there is limited housing diversity in Lud®aimmarized in TableSand
Figure 51, with the following notable changes in the mix of housing types:

1 Increase irsinglefamily dwellings
The percentage of singkamily detacheddwellings is much higher in Ludlow than the county, at
73.2%6 in 208 compared t055.%6, and most of the housing growth has focused on this type of
housing. For example,sch units increasetly 10%between 2000 and 2@laccording to census
information compared to a total increase in the housing stock of 9% during this period
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' 34aSaaz2Nna R &humbdeyoRsingdariil$ units iEK9BQiwhidhis lower than the
census figures (sekable 511). There vere alsosmallincreases in the other types of housing
between 2000 and 2010 with some deviations in the 2016 census estimates and declines in
mobile homesdecreasngfrom 171 to 88 units.

Table 55: Units in Structure 2000to 2016

Type of 2000 2010 2016
Structure # % # % # %

1 unit detached | 5,683 | 72.5 5,780 | 70.1 | 6,270 | 73.2
1 unit attached | 214 2.7 310 3.8 233 2.7

2 units 774 9.9 785 9.5 838 9.8
3-4 units 258 3.3 430 5.2 293 3.4
5-9 units 264 3.4 250 3.0 265 3.1
10+units 477 4.0 535 6.5 582 6.8
Mobile Homes | 171 2.2 154 1.9 88 1.0
Total 7,841 | 100.0 | 8,244 | 100.0 | 8,569 | 100.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2060nary File ;3American Community SurveyY®ear Estimates
for 20062010 and 202-2016.

Almost all owneioccupants live in single

Figure 51: Distribution of Units per family dwellings
Structure, 2016 Table 56 provides an estimated

breakdown of the 20@ distribution of
units per structure according to whether
the units were occupied bgenters or
o2 homeowners. While almost all owners
O3to 4 resided in singléamily homes, both
m5to9 detached and attachedbout halfof
renters lived immulti-family units of two
to nine units according to census
estimates.

@ 1-detached

| 1-attached
265_. 58288

233 @10+

It is interesting to note that27.9% of the

G266y Qa NBy il familys SNB

dwellings, substantially higher than the

statewide level of 15.4% and due to the

predominance of such units in the
community.

Another point of interest is that the occupancy of mobile homes was split relatively eyenl
between owners and renters.
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Table 56: Units in Structure by Tenure, 261

Type of Homeowner Units/ Renter Units/

Structure Number of Residents | Number of Residents
# % # %

Singleunit detached | 5,424 90.7 565 27.9

Singleunit attached | 176 2.9 42 2.1

2 to 9 units 197 3.3 973 48.1

10+ units 113 1.9 381 18.8

Mobile Homes 67 1.1 62 3.1

Total 5,977 100.0 2,023 100.0

Source: U.S. Census Burezi2-2016 American Community SurveyYear Estimates

1 Moderatelysized housingnits with increasing numbers of larger homes
Table5-7 provides information orthe distribution of unit sizes aniddicates that the median
sizedunit was moderatelysized with5.6 roomsaccording ta2016census datap modestly
from 5.4 rooms in 2000 and comparablette medians of % and 5.5 rooms for Hampden
County and the state, respectively. O81¢% of housing units were very small, with three (3)
rooms or less, whilé6.2% of all units were large wittightrooms or more, up fron10.5% in
2000 and reflective of some of the larger homes thatve beerbuilt more recently

Not surprisingly, more of the smaller units were occupied by rentéits the median number of
rooms in rental units having.2rooms as opposed to a median@&Drooms in the owner

occupied stock.

Table 57: Number of Rooms per Uni000 and2016

Number of Rooms per Unit 2000 2016

# % # %

1 Room 8 0.1 224 2.6

2 Rooms 218 2.8 152 1.8

3 Rooms 407 5.2 358 4.2

4 Rooms 1,428 18.2 1,441 16.8

5 Rooms 2,136 27.2 1,926 225

6 Rooms 1,704 21.7 2,187 25.5

7 Rooms 1,117 14.2 893 10.4

8 Rooms 513 6.5 531 6.2

9 or More Rooms 310 4.0 857 10.0
Total 7,659 100.0 8,569 100.0

Median (Rooms) for All Unit 5.4 rooms 5.6 rooms

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Summary File 3 and th2@BIlAmerican Community Survey

5.4 Housing CostsConsiderableaffordability in the private housing market with housing

prices rebounding since the recession

The following analysis of tHeousing market examines past and present values of homeownership and

rental housing from a number of data sources including:
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The 200Gand 2010Decennial U.S. Census figures
¢tKS ! ®o{ ® / Syadza

2016

. dzNB | dzByear Extidatds 2008010 agl 0Rdzy A 0 &

¢ KS 2 NNBY DdinBlefzndyzand Yicuing vajiemnd sales volume by year, from

2000through2017

Multiple Listing Service dafar a breakdown of sales during the past year

Town! 3aSaa2NnRa R
Craigslisand other Internetistings

Homeownership
Census datalso provides information on housing values, as summarized in Tahl®bowner

occupied units. Theensusestimates indicate that the median house value as of6A0ds £28,30Q
not much more thar$223400 in 2010. As Tabley5 F dzNJi K SNJ A y RA Gdcdiifed >
housing stock retainsome considerablaffordability with2,173 units or 36%alued at less than
$200,000 in 2068 and another2,580units valued in the $200,000 to $299,999 ranggresenting

Far

another 43.2% of the ownesccupied housing stockOnly 110 units or 1.9% were valualove
$500,000compared to 3.3% for the county a28.68% statewide

Table 59 provides Th&Varren Group dat@an median sales prices and volume of sales from 2000

Table 58: Housing Values of Ownarccupied Units2000 to 206

2000 2010 2016
Price Range # % # % # %
Less than $00,000 1,155 22.0 98 1.6 222 3.7
$100,000199,999 3,530 67.4 2,185 | 36.2 1,951 | 32.6
$200,000299,999 463 15 2,315 | 38.4 2,580 | 43.2
$300,000499,999 79 15 1,285 | 21.3 1,114 | 18.6
$500,000999,999 12 0.2 128 2.1 99 1.7
$1,000,000 or more | O 0.0 17 0.3 11 0.2
Total 5,239 | 100.0 | 6,028 | 100.0 | 5,977 | 100.0
Median (dollars) $127,300 $223,400 $228,300

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Summary File/Sagrican Community SurveyYear Estimates,
20062010 and 202-2016.

[ dzRt 2 ¢

through2017. Thisdata is tracked from Multiple Listing Service (MLS) information based on actual sales.

As ofthe end of 2017the median sales price ofsinglefamily home was $99,90Q up from$190,000
in 2016 but the same as the 2015 median. Thakpef the market for Ludlowccurred in 2007 with a

median d $217,500 These median prices demonstrate that the housing market has been rebounding
from thefinancial crisis of a few years agen the median dipped to $172,000 in 204/though there
has been some considerable volatility of median values from year to year.

There has also been substantial variability in the number of sfiaghly home saleas shown in Figure
5-2, ranging from a low of 113 sales in 2011 to a high of 209 sales in 2017. The recent upswing in sales
activity is also a sign of a rebounding housing market.

The condo market has also experienced substantial ups and downs indéboth values and number
of sales; and unlike most communities, median condo values are not substantially lower than single
family homes. The highest median sales price was $239,450 in 2010, when values would have been
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Table 59: Median Sales Prices and Number of Sales, 2000 thrd2@t7

Year | Months | Singlefamily Condominiums All Sales*
Median # Sales| Median | # Sales| Median # Sales

2017 Jan¢ Dec | $199,900 | 209 $172,000 | 41 $192,000 | 301
2016 Jang Dec | 190,000 176 186,750 | 34 190,000 256
2015 Jang Dec | 199,900 167 183,000 | 29 190,500 238
2014 Jang Dec | 203,000 139 171,500 | 25 181,000 209
2013 | Jang Dec | 182,000 156 191,500 | 22 180,000 225
2012 | JangDec | 172,000 162 150,000 | 26 167,500 243
2011 Jang Dec | 190,250 113 136,500 | 16 177,750 178
2010 | JangDec | 187,000 137 239,450 | 24 184,900 209
2009 | JangDec | 180,000 153 182,500 | 25 182,500 205
2008 | JangDec | 182,500 151 174,095 | 38 180,000 231
2007 | JangDec | 217,500 166 175,000 | 29 200,000 264
2006 | JangDec | 215,000 175 184,500 | 30 200,000 272
2005 | JangDec | 200,000 188 175,000 | 29 191,000 302
2004 Jang Dec | 180,000 204 141,500 | 30 175,000 305
2003 Jang Dec | 164,500 216 125,500 | 28 157,000 317
2002 Jang Dec | 145,300 203 135,000 | 47 143,300 316
2001 Jang Dec | 136,000 191 93,900 29 126,000 292
2000 Jang Dec | 129,000 160 123,250 | 35 123,000 247

Source: The Warren Groupanker & Tradesmamarch 12, 2018*Includes all reakstate transactions

The number of condo sales has also fluctuated substantially frieoemthigh of 4L sales in 207, toa
low of 16 in 2011 andstill low at22 sales in 203, but climbing steadily after that

250

200
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Figure 52: Volume of Sales, 2006 to 2017

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Single-family Sales

Condo Sales

Figure 53 examines the median singlamily home values for Ludlow in comparison to neighboring
communities as well as the county and state for 2000, 2005284d. Ludlov a
rangewith Springfield having the lowest median valuesl &iilbraham the higheswith all
O2 Y Y dzy A (i AsSlldo@er idn GtateSlévels.
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Market prices have noget surpassed the 2005 ondsr Ludlow, Palmer and Wilbrahawhen the
housing market was at its height for most communities prior to the finawccisis Ludlow however,is
almost upto the 2005 level of $00,000but stillwell behind the2007median of £17500.

Figure 53: Comparison of Median Singfamily Home Values
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Chicopee Granby Ludlow Palmer Springfield Wilbraham County State
02000 $105,000 $139,350 $129,000 $117,000 $82,000 $187,500 $115,000 $215,000
@2005 $165,000 $229,950 $200,000 $190,000 $140,900 $288,500 $180,000 $355,000

02017 $174,500 $249,900 $199,900 $174,990 $143,125 $275,000 $185,000 $365,000

Another analysis of housing market data is presented in Tall@ Bhich breaks down sales data from
the Multiple Listing Servicas compiled byanker & Tradesmaof The Warren Group for singfamily
homes and condominiunfer a yearlong period of timeThis table provides a snapshot of the range of
sales foMarch 201 7hrough February 2018indicating that there wer@234sales of singléamily homes
and42for condos. This analysis further confirms that thisreonsiderablaffordability remainingn
[ dzRf 2 6 Q4 K 2 dzarorg than Yidif bith&idgletamily Fomes an®2% ofcondos selling for
less than $200,000epresentings4% of althesesales. On the other end of the price range, the highest
sale was for $75,000 for a foubedroom housen Stivens DriveThis analysialso indicated thathe
median singlgamily house price wasl®8,000with the median condo at%77,500, relatively close to
the Banker& Tradesman figures in Table9®f $199,900 and $172,000, respectively

Table 510: Singlefamily House and Condo Salddarch 2017through February 2018

Singlefamilies Condominiums Total
Price Range # % # % # %
Less thar$100,000 | 17 7.3 1 2.4 18 6.5
$100,000199,999 105 449 25 59.5 130 73.9
$200,000299,999 83 35.5 14 33.3 97 35.1
$300,000-399,999 22 9.4 2 4.8 24 8.7
$400,000-499,999 6 2.6 0 0.0 6 2.2
$500,000599,999 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.4
$600,0000r More 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total 234 100.0 42 100.0 276 100.0

Source: The Warren Groupanker & TradesmaMarch 12, 2018.
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TownAssessor datan the assessed values of sinfgenily homes and condos in Ludlow is presented in
Table 511 as well as Figure4 providing additional insights into not only the diversity of the existing
housing stock but also the range of values forredwelling type. This data shows that Ludlioad
5,958singlefamily propertiesn FY8 and another 32 such properties with accessory dwelling units
(ADUs). Bout halfof all such propertiesvere assessed below $200,000 and relatively affordable to
households earning at or below 808MI. About anotherthird of singlefamily homes were assessed
between $200,000 and $300,0@@d still relatively affordable Only 915homeswere assessed above
$300,000, representind.5%o0f the singlefamily stock.The highest assessed value was $1,017,000 on
Cislak Drive.

The median assessed value wd9&100,very close to the median sales price between March 2017
through February 2018 and threedian sales precof $199,900as ofthe end of 2017according to
Banker & TradesmariThe median assessed value of those shfigifeily homes with accessory dwelling
units was $295,70@emonstrating the added value of properties with such uaitglalso likely
correlatedto a somewhat larger size of hom#t accommodatesuch apartments.

Table 511: Assessed Values of Singimily Dwellingsand Condominiums

Singlefamily
Assessment DwellinggWith an| Condominiums | Total

# % # % # %
Less thar$5100,000 18 0.3 10 2.0 28 0.4
$100,000199,999 3,025+1 | 50.5 368 78.0 3,394 | 52.3
$200,000299,999 2,015+16 | 33.9 107 21.2 2,138 | 32.9
$300,000399,999 690+12 11.9 19 3.8 721 11.1
$400,000499,999 160+3 2.7 0 0.0 163 2.5
$500,000599,999 34 0.6 0 0.0 34 0.5
$600,000699,999 10 0.2 0 0.0 10 0.2
More than $700,000 | 6 0.1 0 0.0 6 0.1
Total 5,958+32 [ 100.0 | 504 100.0 | 6,494 | 100.0

ADUs =

5,990

Source: Ludlow Assessor, Fiscal Yea82Bihglefamily home includes an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU)

Figure 54: Distribution of Assessed Values for There wereb04 condos based
Singlefamily Homes and Condominiums on the FY& assessments
4000 representing about 6% of

[ dzZRf 26 Q4 K Blomi A v 3

3000 thanthree-quarters of the

2000 condos were assessed
1000 between $00,000 and
$200,000 with aother 21% of
o o o o o o assessed between $200,000
X $ & & $ ° and $300,000. The median
N v X o & Y assessed vatuwas $51,10Q
lower than the2017median
Single-family Homes Condos sales price of $72,000 based
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Ludlow also haa significant number of small mufamily properties that include 463 twiamily
properties, or 926 units, which is higher than the nienbf units identified in the 2016 census
estimates of 838 units. Almost all of these properties were assessed between $100,000 and $300,000
with a median of $194,300.

laaSaaz2Nna
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dwellings, almost all of these structures are assessed in the $100,000 to $300,000 range. TFhe three
families have a median of $210,200. The census estimates combine the number of units in three and
four-unit structures so comparisons betwedissessor and census counts is not possible.

Ludlow also has a sizable stock of mixsé properties that includes 613 properties with a residential
component either as primary or secondary to a commercial or other use. Tuaters of these
propertieswere assessed between $100,000 and $300,000.

Table 512: Assessed Values &mallMulti -family and MixeduseProperties

Two-family Threefamily Mixed-use
Assessment Properties Properties Properties Total

# % # % # % # %
Less thar$$100,000 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 4.6 5 0.8
$100,000199,999 261 56.4 12 46.2 28 25.9 301 49.1
$200,000299,999 189 40.8 13 50.0 52 48.1 254 41.4
$300,000399,999 9 1.9 1 3.8 15 13.9 25 4.1
$400,000499,999 2 0.4 0 0.0 16 14.8 18 2.9
$500,000599,999 2 0.4 0 0.0 4 3.7 6 1.0
$600,000699,999 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 1 0.2
More than $700,000 | O 0.0 0 0.0 3 2.8 3 0.5
Total 463 100.0 | 26 100.0 124 100.0 | 613 100.0

926 Units 78 Units

Source: Ludlow Assessor, Fiscal Year 2018.

laaSaaz2Nna

include the following:
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1 Multiple houses on one lgtThereare 17 of these propertiesranging in assessed value from

$156,100to $474,400andwith a median of 824,500

1 4 to 8unit structures; Data indicate89 such properties with assessed values D9®,400to
$592,100 and a median of $279,700
1 More than8 unitsq¢ There are 14 properties that include more than eight (8) units, ranging from
$432,400 to 8,017,100Gn value with a median assessealue of $93,000.
1 Mobile homes; Therewere i K NB S

LINR LISNI A S &

Ay Ot dZRSR Ay
assessed at $213,000 and $554,200 and another property on Miller Street valued at $1,292,700.

Thesepropertiesdo not include the Ludlow Haing Authoritydevelopmentghat are assessed
separatelyunder charitable or nosprofit categories
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Rentals

Table5-13 presents information orhe distribution ofcostsfor renter-occupied propertiesor 2000,
2010 and2016 based orJ.S. CensuBureaufigures The median renincreased by 42% during this
period, higher than the 8% rate of inflation.[ dzR f 20% @édian rentof $884was also higher than
the countyof $837but lagging significantly behind the statewide media$dfl02

Table5-13: Rental Costs, 2@Dto 2016

2000 2010 2016
Gross Rent # % # % # %
Under $200 43 2.6 0 0.0
$200-299 67 4.0 47 2.7 206 10.2
$300499 253 15.1 54 3.1
$500-749 763 45.4 413 23.9 1,012 | 50.0
$750999 415 24.7 684 40.0
$1,0001,499 38 2.3 388 22.5 452 22.3
$1,5001,999 0 0.0 72 4.2 228 11.3
$2,000+ 24 1.2
No Cash Rent | 100 6.0 67 3.9 101 5.0
Total 1,679 100.0 | 1,725 | 100.0 2,023 | 100.0
Median Rent $624 $838 $884

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Syrkitea3 and 2008010 and 2012016 American
Community Survey-¥ear Estimates.

Whilealmost 2292 T

$1,000 in 2000 compared ®4.8%in 2036. It is also important to note that the census counts

[ dzRt 2 6 Q4
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4 i 2080, hyBoganly 10.26 vilee NJ £ S a
pricedwithin this range. On the other end of price range3%of rentals werdeasirg for more than

included 293 subsidizedrental units, about 15%o0f all rentals,thus making the rentamarketin Ludlow

appear more affordablghan it actually is

While therewere limited numbers of rental listings, market rents are by in large higher as shown in the
following internet listinggrom mid-March 2018

=A =4 =4 =8 =9

$600 for a studio apartment located in a house.
$850 rent for a Ibedroom, tbath apartment in Ludlow Center wit900 square feet.
$850 for a 2oedroom, tbath unit with 850 square feet on Cypress Street.
$945 for a Zbedrooom, tbath unit on Hubbard Street.
$1,100 for a dbedroom, tbath unit with 1,200 square feet on the second floor of a house on

Hubbard Street.The listing indicates that the tenant must earn more than three times the rent
level and applications must be submitted prior to any showings.
1 $1,350 for a Zbedroom 1.5 bath apartment at Waters Edge with 1,500 square feet.

5.5 AffordabilityAnalysis

Affordability Gaps
While it is useful to have a better understanding of past and current housing costs, it is also important to
0KS AYLX AOFGA2Yya

Fyrfel s

27

ikKSasS O02ai

~

a

2y NB&AI

A traditional rough rule of thumks that housing is affordable if it costs no more than 2.5 times the
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could afford a houseostingapproximately $61,342 which is85% the median house price $190,000
iN2016 ¢ KAa AYLIASAE GKIG GKS K2dzaSK2fR Ay (KS YARRCE
I LE 2F | LRIEBIRME (BKS RATFSNBYOS 6SiG6SSy GKS YSFK
one based on this analysis

Housingprices have in fact risen faster than incomanaking housing less affordable as demonstrated

in Figure 5. As time went by the gap between median household income and the median-&inglg

house price widened based on census data. While incomessaised by 37% between 2000 and 2016,

the mediansinglF I YAf & K2YS LINAROS AYyONBlFaSR o6& nmsd | 2y
relatively more affordable in comparison to other communities and steitde levels, the question is

how affordable are thes prices to those who live in Ludlow?

In 2000 the median income was 36% of the median house price, then decreased to 33% by 2010, and
remained about the same in 2016. Moreovitre gap between income and house value wag,$98in
2000, increasngto $125,992 by 2010, and then remaining about the sam#1&5,463by 205.

Figure 55: Changes in Median Household Income and Sin
family House Price, 200201
Y rs287 000 " $190,000

$200,000

$150,000 $129,000
$100,000

$61,008 $64,537

$47,002
$50,000
$0

2000 2010 2016
Median Household Income Median single-family house price

Another way of calculating the affordability gap is to estimate the difference between the median priced
house and what a median income earning household can afford to pay basgstoding no more than

30% of income on housing costle traditional measure of affordabilityTo afford the median sales

price of asinglefamily homeof $199,90¢ o6 aSR 2y ¢ KS 2 | NNRyIQE01PANE dzLIQ &
household would have to eamm estimated $9,000assuming 80% financingood creditand the ability

to come up with down payment and closing costslodut $45,000'° Such upfront costs would be a
hugechallenge for many homebuyers, fititne purchasers in particular. If the buyer could qualify for

bp: FAYIFIYOAY3IZ FNRBY K S MassHousiGgferings, br goverrtniid issurédS t NZ
financing for examplethe income required would increassomewhat to $55,000. Such incoméésow

the HUD limit for a thregoerson household earning at 80% AMI or $D,in 2017 and $58,100 in 2018
andconfiirmsteNBSf I G A @S I FTF2NRIFIoAfAGE 2F [dzRf 26Qa K2dzaA)

18 Figures based on 80% financing, interest of 4.5%y,e20 term, annual property tax rate of $19.01 per thousand,
and insurance costs of $6 per $1,000 for siffglaily homes and $4 per thousand for condos. Also based on the
purchaser spendingo more than 30% of gross income on mortgage (principal and interest), taxes and insurance.
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The average householdith amedian householdnicome of $4,537could likely afford a home costing
about$263,600 based on 80% financing &234,500based orB5% financing There is thereforeno
affordability gap as thamedian priced singldamily home($199,90Q is lower thanwhat a median
incomeearninghousehold can afford based dmoth 80% and5% financing.

In the case ofondominiumsthe medianpriced condo of $172,000 requires an income of about
$49,000 with 80% financing, the same as the higirezed singldamily home due to the inchion of

the condo fee in underwriting criteridn regard to 95% financing, the income increases somewhat to
$54,200. Both incomes are below the 80% AMI limit for a tp@mson householadf $57600in 2017
and $58,100 in 2018

The median income earningousehold could afford a condo for abol237,500 lased on 80% financing
and the need to come up witlnore than$50,000 in cash for the down payment and closing costs. This
analysis also assumes a monthly condo fee 80$Zherefore,currently there isno affordability gap

for condosaswhat a median income earning household can affaedhigher than themedian condo

price of $172,000according to the Banker & Tradesman data.

Rentals

In regard to rentals, the gross median rent 88%, asreportedin the 2016 census estimates, requires
an income of about43,46Q Assumingn averagemonthly utility allavanceof $200and the occupants
paying no more than 30% of their income on housthgs rent isnot affordable toan estimated3%of

[ dzR f r2rnde©hbuseholds.

To afforda$1,100 apartmenta more realistic market reng household would have to earn
approximately $52,00(Ggain based on the assumptions aboVhis income igelatively comparable to
the HUD maximum limit for a twperson haisehold earning ahe 80%AMI level of$51 650, but much
higher than the median income of renter households of $37,361 and not affordable to about 62% of
renter households.

Cost Burdens

Housing &ordability is based on household income in relation taking costs, and thereforeis also

useful to identify numbers of residents living beyond their means based on their housing thettl.S.

census provides data on how much households spend on housing whether for ownership or rental. Such
informationis helpful indetermininghow many households are encounterihgusing affordability

problems, defined as spending more than 30%aiseholdncome on housing. Spending more than

GKAa GKNBakK2fR &ada3Sada (KIdGd GKS K2dzaSK2f R A& dac
basics such as food, transportation and medical care for example. When households pay more than half
of theirincome2 y K2dziAy3d GKS& | NB O2yaiARSNBR aaS@OSNBt e

Based on 204 censusestimates, there werd48homeowners, of7.5% of all homeowners in Ludlow,
spending between 30% and 34.9% of their income on housing and ar&@lexvners, orl3.5%,
spendirg more than 35% of their income on housing expengdédsisaccording to this datanore than
21% of all owners were overspending on housing.

In regard to renters, 1Bor 9.7% of renter households were spending between 30% and 34.9% of their
income on haising costs and another 552 were spending 35% or more of their inéamaetotal of749
renters who were overspending 8% of all rentehousehold. This data suggests th&,001
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households or about 2% of allLudlowhouseholds were living in housing thatas by common
definition beyond their means and unaffordable

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provides data on how many households
were spending too much of their income on housing c@also known as cost burdens) through its State

2F GKS /AGASE 5F0F {@adSyQa /2YLINBKSyaA@S | 2dzaA
summarized in Table-B4. The table shows how many households were included in the particular

category (by tente, income and household type), how many were spending more than 30% of their

income on housingand how many were spending more than half of their income on housing. For

example, the first cell indicates that there weté5elderly renter households eaimg at or below 30%

of median income witl®5 spending between 30% to 50% of their income on housingaaather 50

spending more than half of their income on housing costs or experiencing severe cost burdens

Key findings from this data include tfalowing:

Renters

9 About40% of thel,919renter households were experiencing cost burdeadmost all whowere
earningat or below80%o0f median income

1 Onethird or 630renter households were earning above 8Mkland likely include thenost of
the 607 households renting singlamily homes (see Tabled).

1 The data indicates thaif the 539senior household75 orabout halfwere experiencing cost

burdens,all earning at or below
50% AMI with the exception of
30 earning more than 100%

A HUDreport suggests tha7%of all Ludlow MFI. Those zéglhougggo:\jlszl
households were spending too much on their housit earning at or below 80%
. . . without cost burdens were
including more than764householdsor 9% spending : O

. . likely livingm one of the 205
at least half of their income on housingosts E)f units of subsidized housing
those 3,489households earmingt or below80%of reserved primarily for seniors.
median incomerepresenting about 42% of all
households, 1,778r 51% were experiencing cost
burdens with704or 20% spending more than half of

their income on housing costs.

1 Of the 395 small families earning at or below 80% MFI, or 54% of all renter households, 235 or
59% were overspending on their housing. Of particular concern are the 130 farailiesg at
or below 30% MFI with severe cost burdens as they were spending more than half of their
limited incomeson housing. This not surprising given the costs of rentals amdy 16
subsidized family units.

1 There were only @ large families who read in Ludlow,70 earningat or below80% MFI and0
spending too much on their housing.

1 30% of renter households, or 575 households, wera-family, norrelderly renters,
predominantly single individualsOfthesehouseholds,370 or 64%vere earningat or below
80% MFIlall experiencing cost burdens.
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Owners

9 Of the 6,305 total homeowners in this report, 1,437 or 23% were overspending on their housing

that included 1,029 or 72% who earned at or below 80% MFI.

1 About 65% of all owner households were giag more than 80% MFI, including 404 or 10% who

were cost burdened.
1 Atotal of 1,405seniorshadincomes at or below 80%dFI and of these 509 or 36¥#ere
spending too much includingP9or 16%with severe cost burdens.
1 About 46% of the 435 small families earning at or below 80% MFI were spending too much
including 80 or 18% who were spending more than half of their income on housing.
1 Of the 360 large familiesnly 65 earned at or below 80% Mdfidall but 10hadcost burdens. It

may be that these 10 families were living in one of the 16 LHA units that are targeted to families.

1 58%of the 295non-family, norelderly owners earning at or below 80% MFI were
overspending.

Table 514: Type of Households by Incontggegory, Tenure,and Cost Burdens, 2014

Households | Households | Households | Households | Householdg Total/

Type of earning < 30| earning > 30| earning > 50, earning> 809 Earning > | # with
Household MFI/# with | to < 50% to < 80% to <100% | 100% MFI/ | cost burdens
cost burdeng MFI/ # with | MFI/# with | MFI/# with | # with cost

*x cost burdeng cost burdeng cost burdens burdens
Elderly Rentery 165/95-50 174/90-0 115/0-0 10/0-0 75/0-30 539/185-80
Small Family | 130/0-130 60/60-0 205/450 85/0-0 245/0-0 725/105130
Renters
Large Family | 0/0-0 25/0-25 45/15-0 0/0-0 10/0-0 80/15-25
Renters
Other Renters | 90/0-75 115/75-25 165/10-35 40/0-0 165/0-0 575/85-135
Total Renters | 385/95-255 374/22550 530/90-35 135/0-0 495/0-30 1,919/390-370
Elderly Ownerd 260/60-130 545/13575 600/85-24 255/55-0 535/15-0 2,195/4506229
Small Family | 35/0-35 90/4-30 310/11515 325/1200 2,315/13530| 3,075/374110
Owners
Large Family | 0/0-0 10/10-0 55/45-0 65/0-0 230/30-0 360/85-0
Owners
Other Owners | 115/45-35 50/25-10 130/45-10 70/4-0 310/150 675/13455
Total Owners | 410/105200 | 695/174115 | 1,095/39645 | 715/1790 3,390/19530| 6,305/1,043

394

Total 795/200455 | 1,069/399165| 1,625/480-84 | 850/1790 3,885/19560| 8,224/1,443764

Source: U. S. Department of Housing ahtlan Development (HUD), SOCDS CHAS Data, and American Community

Survey, 200-2014. Median family income (MFI) is the equivalent of area median income (AMI) in this report.
** First number is total number of households in each category/second is the nuafli®useholds paying
between 30% and up to 50% of their income on housing (with cost burdearg] third number includes those
who are paying more than half of their income on housing expenses (with severe cost buEldedy. are 62

NS efdérts kil noffaviilyzhdugeBoNEES mall kdiliey Haye
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four (4) or fewer family members while larger families include five (5) or more members.

Foreclosures

Another indicator of affordability involves the ability keep up with the ongoing costs of housing which
some residents have been challenged to do sincedthesting of the housing bubbdeabout a decade

ago. This recession forced a number of Ludlow households to confront the possibility of losing theeir hom
through foreclosure.
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There has been some foreclosure activity in Ludlow with 39 homeowners losing their homes during the

last decade as shown in Tabld5. While there were no foreclosures prior to 20, there have bee89
foreclosure auctions an@0 petitions sinceéhen with the highest levedf foreclosure activity in 2017.

With six petitions to foreclose and three actual auctions in less than a quarter of 2018, this year may
surpass numbers from lasEront page news from the September 12, 2@tition of The Boston Globe

gra KSFREAYSRY dal 2dzaAy3a / NIaAaK [Ayd&NEBofAy al addé
alaal OKdzaSiida OAdGASa YR (2¢ya KIFI@S &SaG G2 Of AY
2FFTSNBRI dC2 MBOdtakedsjadtB fractiOnioAwdia i vdas at the worst of the crisis in

2009 and 2010, but the surge of Massachusetts foreclosures in the last year wad'thiggest in the

YEGAZ2Yy D¢ ¢KS I NIAOES GKSy LI A yadtiSitRsingegads, winkh G Y dzO ¢
was also experienced lrudlow relates to a backlog of cases that have been on hold pending court

cases and the need to clarify new regulatiéhs.

Table 515: Foreclosure Activity, 2007 through March 15, 2018

Year Petitions to Foreclosure Total Activity
Foreclose Auctions

1/1/18-3/15/18 6 3 9
2017 20 5 25
2016 14 5 19
2015 2 2 4
2014 3 3 6
2013 1 3 4
2012 5 5 10
2011 1 7 8
2010 8 6 14
2009 0 0 0
2008 0 0 0
2007 0 0 0
Total 60 39 99

Source: Th&arren Group, Mech 16, 2018.

5.6 Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHBIl affordable units are rentals most for seniors
and younger disabled residentsnd 57% of units are owned and managed by the Ludlow
Housing Authority

Current Inventory

Of the8,337year-round housing units ihudlow 2930r 3.51% meet the Chapter 40B requirements and
thus have been determined to be affordable by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts as part of what is
called a Subsidized Housing Inventory YSFhere is a currerngap of541 unitsto reach the 10%

threshold without considering future growth that will increase the number of yeand housing units

and the 10% goal over time.

The Massachusetts Comprehensive Permit Law, Chapter 40B Sectidd®Pthe General Laws, was
enacted as Chapter 774 of the Acts of 1969 to encourage the construction of affordable housing
throughout the state, particularly outside of cities. Often meéel to as the AntSnob Zoning Act, it

17Woolhouse, MegarThe Boston Gloh&eptember 12, 2015.
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requires all communities to use a streamlined review process through the local Zoning Board of Appeals

T2N) 602 YLINBKSYaA@dS LISNX¥AGaé adoYAGGSR o0& RS@St 21

regulatory waivers aghincorporating affordable housing for at least 25% of the units. Only one

application is submitted to the ZBA instead of separate permit applications that are typically required by

a number oimunicipaldepartments as part of the normal regulatory prosedHere the ZBA takes the
lead and consults with the other relevant departments (e.g., Building Department, Planning, Fire
Department, Board of Health, etc.) on a single application. The Conservation Commission retains
jurisdiction under the Wetlands Ptection Act with the Department of Environmental Protection, the
Building Inspector applies the State Building Code, and the Board of Health enforces Title 5.

For a development to qualify under Chapter 40B, it must meet all of the following requirements:

f adzAd 0SS LI NI 27F | d&a deappioRiby Sphblic aBefdd, dmafity Sy (
organization, or limited dividend corporation.

1 Atleast 25% of the units in the development must be income restricted to households with
incomes at or below 80% afea median incoméor 20% of the units targeted to those earning
at or below 50% AMI) withents or sales prices restricted to income levels defined each year by
the U.S Department of Housing and Urban Developm@ruD)

9 Affordability restrictions musbe in effect in perpetuity unless there is a justification for a
shorter term that must be approved by DHCD.

1 Development must be subject to a regulatory agreement and monitored by a public agency or
non-profit organization.

1 Project sponsors must meet afhative marketing requirements.

The Town has only encountered three Chapter 40B applications over the ye&@®01, South View
Estate (Atwatefnvestors, Ing.was the first proposed 40B developnt with 241 condo units. The ZBA
approved the projectbut it wasnever builtthrough the 40B process alsedeveloper came back to the
Planning Board for a zone change and approval otch68ominiumsinstead The Stevens Memorial
Building at 12 Chestnut Street was the second d@B:lopment withHAPHousinghow renamed Way
Fnders Inc) as the developer. This project reutilized an abandoned buildingcesated28 units of
affordable housingvith considerabléouy-in from the Town The Town received a third comprehensive
permit application from Way Finders in 2017 to build 43 affordable rental units at 188 Fuller Street,
which is now under appeal.

Qurrent SHI units are listed in Tablel6 and described below.
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Table5-16Y [ dzRf 2 6 Qa {dzOé)\FVU\TSIfQ | 2dza Ay 3
# SHI | Project Type/ Use of a | Affordability
Project Name Units | Subsidizing Agency Comp Expiration Date
Permit
Chestnut Street Development | 34 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
Colonial Sunshine Manbr 48 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
Colonial Sunshine Manbr 28 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
State Street Developmeht 40 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
NA Scattered Sités 10 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
John Thompson Mandr 6 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
DDS Group Homes 24 Rental/DDS No NA
Ludlow Mills Housing 75 RentalMassHousing anBHCD | No 2067
Stevens Memorial/12 Chestnu| 28 Rental/DHCD Yes 2064
TOTAL 293 All Rental$259 or 88% targeted| 28 units or | 103 or 35%
to seniors and younger disableq 9.6% used | expiring use units
residents 40B

Source: Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Develogvesct) 1, 2018
* Ludlow Housin@\uthority developments.

h¥ G4KS

Housing Authority (LHA) that include®®b 2 T
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dzy A (iGstatdagsisjediriRd afe@vnad apd marragest loy the Ludlow

currentlyfor families. LHA developments include:

1 Chestnut Street Development

The project include82 one and twebedroom unitsand two congregate unitir seniors.

i State Street Development

The State Street Development includes 40-tweeroom units for seniors and younger disabled

persons.

Colonial Sunshine Manor

Scattered Sites

Benton/Butler Streets as part of John Thason Manor.

LHAmaintains the following separate waitlists:

91 Elderly/Disabled Onbedroom Units
There is a total of 229 applicants, 73 or 32% of which are residents. The lischlses 17
veterans, 5 who are residentsviolvingl requiring a wheelchair accessible unit.

John Thompson Manor
There are also six thrdeedroom units
condominiumstyle apartments for families on

LHA has developed ten singbmily homes
each with threebedrooms whichare scattered
in Ludlowfor families

Colonial Sunshine Marf@vilson Street
This project includes 76 odgedroom units for
seniors and younger disabled persons.

LudlowHousingProduction Plan

44

in

Ly

[ dzRf 2 ¢ Q& OhlyTL8 & thdee udifs &re dzy A ( &



9 Elderly/Disabled Twbedroom Units
This list includes 1 applicant who is both a resident and a veteran.
1 Family Twebedroom Units
There are90 applicants on the aitlist, 18 or 20% who are residents which includes 1 resident
veteran.
1 Family Thredbedroom Units
This waitlist includes 79 applicants, 8 who are residents.

LHA indicates that waits for residents and veterans range B¢worb years in their elderly/didaled

units, howeverdown to1to 2 years if the applicant is both a resident and veterdunits in the family
developments rarely turnoverThose whaneetemergencyqualifications, such as victims of domestic
violenceor homelesdor example, go to théop of the waitlists.

LHA developments include 5 wheelchair accessible apartments at Wilson Street/Colonial Sunshine
Manor, 3 at Chestnut Street, and 1 of thhouses. A sensory modified unit has also been created at

2 Afazy {GNBSio ¢CKS 1 2dzAAy3 !dziK2NAGe Ydzad | faz
special needs that require some maodifications toithaits.

Rental subsidiesuch as the SectidBiHousing Choice Vouchers or the Massachusetts Rental Voucher
Program(MRVP)Youchersare not administered by LHA by Way Finders (formerly HAPHousing).

Other developments with affordable units have included the following:

9 Ludlow Mills Housir@estdences at Mill 10

Founded in 1868, the Ludlow Manufacturing
Company built the.udlowmill complex and
0SOFYS 2yS 2F GKS 42NI R(
of jute. In 2016, WinrDevelopment

purchased the_udlow MIl to re-purpose tre

iconic structure into/'5modern apartments

for seniors. Today, Residences at Mill 10

_ offers one and twebedroom apartments

Residences at Mill 10
with a full amenity package.

I Stevens Memoridiousing
The Town issued HAPHousing, Inc. (renamed
WayFinders) a comprehensive permit under Chapter 40B to rehabiltateconverthe
Stevens Memorial Building in downtown Ludlow into 28 subsidized rental units for the elderly
and disabled. The historic building was originally built as a recreation dentandlow Mill
workers. Financing included the HUD Section 202 Program as well as state subsidies under the
HOME Program, Housing Stabilization Fund, Stevens Memorial Housing
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and Affordable Housing Trust Fund. The units were completed and occupied in the fall of 2014.
Whilethe SHI indicates that the affordability of these units is due to expire in 2064, because
these units were built by a neprofit organization with a commitment to producing and

preserving affordable housing, it is likely that they will make every effoektend affordability

for as long a period as possible.

[dzRf 26Q& {1 L Ffaz2z AyOfdzZRSa wun dzyiAida Ay ,3aINRdzZL] K2)
sponsored by the Massachusetts Department of Developmental Se(lDE:S)

It should be noted thamany communities in the state have been confronting challenges in boosting

their supply of affordable housing. The affordable housing levels for Ludlow and nearby communities
are visually presented in FiguresSrom state information as of September 2018. Affordable

housing production varies substantially among these communities, ranging from a low of 2.7% in Granby
to a high 16.6% for the City of Springfield. It is not surprising that the cities of Chicopee and Springfield
have such high affordaliif levels given their much greater access to ongoing state and federal

resources as well as higher levels of poverty and substandard housing.

Figure 56
SHI Units for Ludlow and Nearby Communities
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Proposed oiPending Projects
The following projects arproposed to include affordable units:

1 188 Fuller Street
The Towrreceived a comprehensive permit application from Way Finders, Inc. (formerly
HAPHousing) on February 15, 2017 to build 43 affordable rental apartments in seven buildings
and an associated community building at 188 Fuller Stra#tof the units are proposed to be
affordable to households earning at or below 60% AWHe ZBA issued its decision on October
5, 2017, which included a host of conditions that the developer is currently appealing.
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1 Smart Growth Overlay Distri(BGOD{, Clock Tower Building
Ludlow has also adopted a Smart Growth Overlay District under Chaptén @@fRober 2013 to
encourage mixedise development as well as affordable housimgn area of Ludlow that
includes approximately 226 acrigsthe EasiStreet Corridor, Riverside and Ludlow Mill Mixed
Use SukDistricts. This zoning is anticipated to incentivize new migsdand residential
development that will include affordable units. (See Section 6 for more details on this zoning.)
An 83unit projed is proposed as part of the conversion of the Clock Tower building at Ludlow
Mills.

5.7 TargetedHousing Needs

Based on this Housing Needs Assessment, there are a number of key indicators that suggest there are
significant local needs faffordable housing including:

1. Households with Limited IncomesNeed Subsidized Rental Opportunitié€Soal 0f80% of new
units)

There still remains a significant population living in the community with very limited me@ostinuing

long waitsfor Housing Authority units and substantial cost burdens suggest the need for an increasing
number of subsidized rental units.

Table5-17: Rental Unit Gap Analysis

Income Group | Income Affordable # Renter # Existing Aff Need
Range* Rent** Households | Units***
Less than 30% AN $21,600and | Less than $40 385 35 350
less
Between 30% and| $21,601to | $341to $700 374 99 275
50% of AMI $36,000
Between 50% and| $36,001 to | $701 to $1,240 530 425 105
80% AMI $57,600
Subtotal 1,289 559 730
Between 80% and $57,600to $1,241 to $1,298 135 135 0
100% AMI $59,940
More than 1006/ More than | More than $1298 495 465 30
$59,940
Subtotal 630 600 30
Total 1,919 1,139 760

Source: 2014 HUD SOCDS CHAS Batsed on 2017 HUD Incomienits for average household size of three
persong(see Table 11). ** Includes an average monthly utility cost of $200 and renters not spending more
than 30% of their income on housing costs. *** Assumes those renters that are not cost burdened.

The analysigcluded in Tabl®-17 projects a shortage 6f50rental units for low and moderateincome
rentersbased on numbers of households who were overspending with respect to housing iEdts
analysis focused only on those earning at or below 80% AMI@ersg more than half of their

income on housing costs, there would still be a significant number of 340 households. Moraver, t
data was based only on existing renterd. udlowand does not reflect pentip regional need for

additional rental opportuities, particularly in the context of an increasingly costly housing matisd,
while the deficit of affordable rental units is about half that for homeownership (see Tak03,5
0SOlIdzaS NByYyGlFf dzyAida LINELRZNIA2 becipled usiBpstodkNge a S
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need for more affordable rentals is more pressing. A representative from the Council on Aging stressed
that many seniors were interested in moving into senior housing but waits for such units were long.

A further analysis dahe rental needs of different types of households is included in Tathk
indicatingthat in 2014 there wer&60renter households spending too much of their income on housing
costsalmost all who were earning at or below 8@¥@area median incomeAMI). Reviewing the
proportionate need of seniors, families, andn-elderly sngle individuals, seniors compri8&% of

those with cost burdens, families make aboutanother 386, and norelderly individuals abolu29%.

Table5-18: Cost Burdens by Type &enter Household

Income| Elderly Small Familie Large Familiej Other Renterq Total

< 30% AMI 145 130 0 75 350
30-50% AMI 90 60 25 100 275
50-80% AMI 0 45 15 45 125
Subtotal 235 235 40 220 730
80-100% AMI 0 0 0 0 0
>100% AMI 30 0 0 0 30
Subtotal 30 0 0 0 30
Total 265 (35% 235 (319 40 (5%) 220 (299 760 (100%

Source: 2014 HUD SOCDS CHAS Data

This Housing Plan recommends that rental housing goals involve a distribution largelynittitieat
which is presented ifable5-19 based on annual housing goals over the-fpear term of this Housing
Production Plan. Given the substantial cost burdens among seniors and single individuals, there is
clearly a need for smaller units while the provision of affordable family housinglmeus priority given
such limited numbers and long waits for subsidized family units.

Table5-19: Projected Distribution of Rental Units, 2018 to 2022

Target Renter Housell Target Unit Size Proportion of Need | # Affordable
Rental Units
Seniors/Indiiduals One bedroom 45% 77
Small Families Two bedrooms 45% 77
Large Families Three+ bedrooms 10948 17
Total 100% 171*

Source: 2014 HUD SOCDS CHAS Data*Based on annual housing productiotPgmatisédr 2018, 2019 and
2020 and then to44 units in 2021 and 2022 for a total @fl4 units, approximately80% of which would be
targeted as rentalgver the fiveyear term of this Housing Production Plan

2. Homeownership Need Goal of 2% of new units produced
Table5-20is based on the HUD CHAS report summarized in balbecomparing numbers of
households earning within income categories to units that are affordable to them. These calculations

BekS aidl iSQa ademaMaBsKHduding MadsaditiseddHuaing Partnership, DHCD,
MassDevelopment, etchave entered into an Interagency Agreement that provides more guidance to localities
concerninghousing opportunities for families with children and are now requiring éhéast 10% of the units in
affordable production developments that are funded, assisted or approved by a state housing agency have three (3)
or more bedrooms with some exceptiqesy., ageaestricted housing, assisted living, supportive housing for

indA ARdzZL f a2 {whQad SGEO0Od0 D
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suggest that there is 4,43 7unit deficit in homeownership units, includjri,029units for those earning
below 80% AMI.

As noted earlier, only units that are occupied by those earning at or below 80% of area median income
and meet other state requirements can be counted as part of the Subsidized Housing Inventory.
Moreover, it is difficult for existing homeowners to qualify for new affordable housing opportunities

as there are limits on financial assets and current ownership in state requiremeRts.examplestate
requirements regarding assets limit qualifying purchaséragerestricted housing55 years and over)

to no more than $200,000 in net equity from a previous house owned within the last three years and an
additional $75,000 in financial assefBhis puts many seniors out of the running for affordable housing
that can be counted as part di¢ Subsidized Housing Inventory

Units in nonageestricted developments require financial assets be no more than $75,000 and no prior
ownership within the last three years with minor exceptiownership options do prode important
affordable opportunities for firstime homebuyers.

It should also be noted that almost all state subsidy programs are directed to rental housing
development which makes the financing of homeownership development, beyond the Chapter 40B
process, very limited.

Neverthelesssupport for homeownershipousing doesespond toseveralimportant local needs. First,
the decline in younger adults and families suggests the need for affordable starteto enable them
to take root andinvest in the community. Second, seniors would benefit from more housing options,
including condosyhichwill helpthem live independently in less isolated settings that better meet their
current lifestyles without the hassles of home maintenancehird, a representative from the Council
on Aging indicated that most seniors prefer to stay in their homes but are having a difficult time
affording rising costs associated with transportation, property taxes, utilities, ie. Town should
explore effortsto provide such assistance such as the Housing Rehab Program mentioned below,
additional tax relief, and other supportive services.

Tale 5-20: Homeownership Gap Analysis

Affordable Sales # Existing
Income Income Prices for Single | #Households | Affordable Need
Group Range* family/Condo'® * Units**
Less than Less than Less than 2,200 1,171 1,029
80% AMI $57,600 $209,400/$185,000
Between $57,601to $209,401 to 715 536 179
80% and $59,940 $218,000/$185,001
100% AMI to $193,500
Above 100%| Above Above $28,000/ 3,390 3,165 225
AMI $59,140 $193,500
Total 6,305 4,872 1,433

Sources: *Based on 2017 HUD Incoingtk for household size of three persons
** Based on 2014 HUD SOCDS CHAS data (seesTlab)le

9 Figures based on 95% financing, interest of 4.5%ye20 term, annual property tax rate of $19.01 per thousand,
and insurance costs of $6 per $1,000 for sirfglaily homes and $4 per thousand for condos. Also based on the
purchaser spending no more than 30% of gross income on mortgage (principal and interest), taxes and insurance.
Also assumes that purchasers will qualify for 95% through either government subsidized or insured mortgage
programs such as the ONE Mortgage ProgfdisssHousing mortgagesr other insured offerings

LudlowHousingProduction Plan 49




3. Integrate handicappedaccessibility and supportive services into new developme@oal of

20% of all units produced for seniors and persons with disabilities and 10% for families

Given that 5% of residents claim some type of disability and that those 65 years of age and older are
projected to increase from 10.8% of the population in 2010 to potentially as much afsftbnef all

residents by 2030, more focus must be on how to provide sugpdtiese populations to enable them

to live actively and independently in the community. Handicapped accessibility and supportive services
(such as those offered by the Council on Aging or through assisted living options as well as
transportation, home mantenance and other servieelated programs) should be integrated into new
housing production efforts.

4, Housing Condition Need A portion of homeownership unit goals

More than twoi K A NR & 2hdusifigdeBck \Rag It prior to 1980 and thusnpainits are likely to
havetraces of leaebased paint, posing safety hazards to children, as well as problems concerning aging
system and structural condition®rograms are needed to support necessary home improvements,
including deleading and septicpairs for units occupied by levand moderateincome households,
particularly for the elderly living on fixed incomes and investened properties tenanted by qualifying
households.

5. Summary of Housing Needs

Based on the above listed indicatorsnefed and past and current affordable housing elepment
patterns, this Housing Needs Assessnregbmmends that housing production goals incorporate
80% to D%split between rental and ownership unit§&iven annual housing production goalsiaf
units per yearfor the first three years and an estimatdd during the last two yeargshe following
housing goals btargetedneed are proposed:

Table5-21: Summary of Housing Production Goals BasedlangetedNeeds

Type of Units TargetPopulations | 5-YearGoal$
Rental Housing@80% of units) | Seniors, Individuals & | 77
Disabled 45%)
Families $5%) 94
Subtotal 171
Homeownershig@20% of units)| Seniors, Individuals & | 11
Disabled 25%)
Familieq75%) 32
Subtotal 43
Total 214
Handicappedccessibility/ Seniors, Individuals & | 18
supportive services Disabled &t least 206)
Families &t least 106) | 13
Subtotal 31
Housing Improvements A portion of ownership| 10
units
* Based on annual housing production goal of 42 units that is likélyctease to 44 units in 2021 and

2022.
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6. CHALLENGES TO PRODUCING AFFORDABLE HOUSING

It will be a great challenge for the town bfidlowto create enough affordable housing units to meet the
adrisSQa mm:r FFF2NRIFEIOGES K2dzaAy3a adl yRFENRYE LINE RdzO(
following developmentonstraints

6.1 Infrastructure

A major constraint and cost factor for nelevelopment relates to infrastructure, particularly the lack of
sewerand waterservices throughout areas of town that ragssncerns about the impacts of any new
development orthe environment Ly ¥+ OG> Yz2ad 2F GKS ¢ egwelmedin Ay FNI
the early 1900s by the Ludlow Manufacturing Company and some parts of the system remain outdated.

Sewer

¢KS {LINAYIFASER 2FGSNIFYR {S6SNI/2YYAaarzy (GNBI (
CNBFGYSyYyd tfFydz | yRbli§Woks g espansibie ot doliNdion Seyvices®F  t dz
approximately 55% of the community with service primarily towards the southern part of town closer to

the Mass Pike. Consequently, most of the outlying rural areas are not served and still rely on septi
systems which can have high replacement costs for lower income owners and raise environmental
concerns, particularly when systems are close to wells used for drinking water.

Water

[ dzRf 26 Q& o6+ GSN) O2YSa FNRY GKS . 2NRSy . NeB21 |yR /
026y OGKNRdAZAK (GKS {LINAYIFASER 2F0SNIFYR {S6SNI/ 2)
from the Springfield and Quabbin Reservoirs. Water servicesravidpd to about 65% of Ludlow

properties, once again with services concentrated in the more developed areas closest to the Mass Pike.
Outlying areas must therefore rely on wells

Mitigation Measures

TheTown conducted a Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plavaioiate the sewage

collection, treatment and disposal needs of the Town for the next 20 years. The Plan, required by
Massachusetts Department of Environment Protection (DEP), recomedénfilagructure

enhancement projectstd YLINRE @S (G KS ¢ 2 ¢ yYO&S i 302yYAY dayNaieideve WIS R 2
will expect that any significant new development will be able to connect to the existing sewer system or
provide special treatment facilities. In fatdte Town has been extending sewer services to older,

smaller lot areas where septic systems are in close proximity to wells used for drinking water.

6.2 Zoning

As is the case in most American communities, a zoning bylaw or ordinance is enacted tbthenisz

of land including the patterns of housing developmehike most localities in the Commonwealth,

LudlowQa %2y Ay3 .&fl g SYONIrOSa T2yAy3d GKFG YIFAYyGlF Ay
in an effort to protect the environment and nrgain its community character. Suchnstrairts,

however, also limithe construction of affordable housirand promote suburban sprawl

Table 61 summarizes use and area requirements for the nine Districts that allow residentialTisese
5AZGNROGA NBLINBASY( bz 27F (K S-quirse ¥idsy thwhas@dnedf | y R
Agricultural, which also allow singlamily homes on almost oracre lots. Besides special Overlay

Districts, permitted residential uses incled
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Singlefamily homes are allowed in all of the Districts included in Takle 6

Twofamily dwellings are permitted bgight in the RB District and by Site Plan Approval from the

Administrative Review Committee in the Mill Redevelopment District.

1 Multi-family development is restricted to the RB District with a Special Permit and Site Plan
Approval from the Planning Board and by Site Plan Approval from the Administrative Review
Committee in the Mill Redevelopment District.

9 Accessory Apartments are allowbyg SpeciaPermit of the Planning Board in the RARA, RB,

A, and AMD Districts (see description of the bylaw below).
1 Mixeduse development is allowed by Site Plan Approval of the Administrative Review
Committee in the Mill Redevelopment District.

= =

Table 6-1: Summary of Dimensional Requirementé Zoning Districts
With Permitted Residential Uses

District | Required Lot Area | Minimum Frontage
Residential
RA1
Singlefamily 15,000 sq. ft. 90 feet
RA
Singlefamily 15,000 sq. ft. 90 feet
RB
Singlefamily 15,000 sq. ft. 90 feet
RB
Two-family 21,780 sq. ft. 90 feet

(1/2 acre)

RB
Three and Foufamily 30,000 sq. ft. 140 feet
RB
Dwellings with more 43,560 sq. ft. 200 feet
than four units (1 acre)
Agricultural
Agriculture
Anypermitted use 40,000 sq. ft. 140 feet
Agriculture Moderate
Density Overlay 40,000 sq. ft. 140 feet
Any permitted use
Mill Redevelopment District
MRD | 25,000 sq. ft. | 50 feet

Source: Town dfudlowZoning Bylaw

Ludlow also has two Business Districts that are principally located on Center and East Streets while the
majority of Industrial zoning is located in the northwest part of town at the Westover Industrial Area or
along the Chicopee River for the Ludlow Millsidlow also has five Overlay Districts including the Water
Supply Protection District, Floodplain District, Agriculture Moderate Density District, Aircraft Flight
District, and East Street Revitalization District that modify allowable uses in the yindezbne but do

not change the underlying lot size requirements.
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Mitigation Measures

This Housing Production Plan includes a number of strategies that are directed to reforming local zoning
NEJdz FGA2ya yR YI{1Ay3 (K SNorddbl NJusthy and smari\gkowtlh 2 (1 K S
development(see Section ).

Additionally, Ludlow has made significant progress in promoting smart growth development, greater
housing diversity, and affordable housing through the following zoning provisions:

{ Esast Street Revitalization Overlay Distfict
The East Street Revitalization Overlay District was created to encourage the preservation and
redevelopment of the East Street Corridor, a major business area, allowing both single and
multi-family residentiablevelopment as permitted in the RB Districts (including accessory
apartments with Special Permit approval) and mixed commercial and residential development.
Thus far, wo 2-family duplexes have been built on East Street.

1 Smart Growth Overlay District (SB
The Town approved a Smart Growth Overlay District in October 2013 in accordance with M.G.L.
Chapter 40R. The District includes 226 acres and contains the followirijSutts:

0 East Street Corridor Mixed Use Sbistrict
0 Riverside Mixed UsBubDistrict
0 Ludlow Mills Mixed Use Stibistrict

Thestate enabling legislatoRSFA Y S& nnanw & &l LINAYOALX S 27F f
mixing land uses, increases the availability of affordable housing by creating a range of housing
opportunitiesin neighborhoods, takes advantage of compact design, fosters distinctive and
attractive communities, preserves open space, farmland, natural beauty and critical

environmental areas, strengthens existing communities, provides a variety of transportation

choices, makes development decisions predictable, fair and cost effective and encourages
O2YYdzyAlle FyR &aidl1SK2f RSN O2 fThekey Ndmpohehtgof A y R
40R include:

o Allows local option to adopt Overlay Districts near transitaaref concentrated
development, commercial districts, rural village districts, and other suitable locations
(should have pedestrian access as well as sufficient infrastructure available)
l £ f 2 goBNJGF KAl ¢ NBAARSYGAlIt RSOShshigslySyid 2F Y
o Provides that 20% of the units be affordable/ R St A3A 06t S F2NJ Ay Of dz
Subsidized Housing Inventeid/
Promotes mixeedise and infill development;
o Provides two types of payments to municipalitee®d other potential subsidies in

support of municipal development efforts including incentive payments based on the

(@]

(@]

201 udlow Zoning Bylaws, Section 5.4.

2! Ludlow Zoning Bylaws, Section 5.5.

22 Massachusetts General Law, Chapter 40R, Section 11.

B A1 S [ dzRf zam@aénityacdninkes Engliage into its Smart Growth Overlay District that states all units
in a rental development will be counted as part of the Subsidized Housing InvéBtdlyor towards Housing
Production goals where at least 25% of the units arerdéble based on state requirements.
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projected number of units and bonuses of $3,000 per unit when building permits are
issued and
0 Encourages open space and protects histdistricts.

The statealsoenacted Chapter 40S under the Massachusetts General Law that provides
additional benefits through insurance to towns that build affordable housing under 40R that
they would not be saddled with the extra school costs caused goselyed children who

might move into this new housing. In effect, 40S is a cem@htary insurance plan for
communities concerned about the impacts of a possible net increase in school costs due to new
housing development.

[ dzRf 26 Q& 0 & f |ogal &dbdensity fequirdfanis ySitrict for various housing
types as well as parking requirements.

Chapter 40R Application

= Ludlow, MA ==

- DOWNTOWN SUB-DISTRICT Pa——

— - Locator Map

1 Mill Redevelopment District (MRD)
This bylaw was adopted to promote largeale development of at least 50 acres with at least
three permitted uses, guided by a Comprehensive Plan. In addition to tasedevelopment,
multi-family housing production is allowed although residential upitsduced through the
bylaw are limited to 250 units. The Planning Board has the discretion to increase the number of
units beyond this threshold if it determines that additional units will not have an adverse effect.
The bylaw also requires that a minimwf 5% of the land area must be preserved as open

24 Ludlow Zoning Bylaws, Sectiéw.
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space. Site Plan Approval is also required by the Administrative Review Committee following
the issuance of the Special Permit.

Thus farWinn Developmenhascreated 75 units of senior housing at thadlow Mills
(Residences at Mill 10¥s thebylawallows250 units of housingp be built, up to 175 more
units of housing castill be created. Additionally, he bylaw can be changed to allow for
additional units, if necessary.

1 Accessory Apartment Byl?®
Accessory apartments are allowed under Special Permit of the Planning Board in the Residential
and Agricultural Districts with the following major requirements:

1. Complete separate housekeeping unit with owners occupying either the primary or
accessoryinit.

2. The additional unit must be occupied by a family member: mother, father, sister,
brother, son, daughter, uncle, aunt, grandmother, grandfather and/or their spouses.

3. The exterior appearance should be designed to look like a siagliy home to the

greatest extent possible.

The unit should be no greater than 800 square feet nor have more than one bedroom.

5. At least two offstreet parking spaces should be provided.

Dwellings must be in existence and not altered for at least three years before applyin

for the Special Permit.

7. The Special Permit has a term of four years that may be renewed automatically given
proof of owneroccupancy and occupancy of a family member.

8. The Special Permit will expire upon the transfer of title or sale of the property.ndiw
owner must reapply for the Special Permit.

»

o

Thus fara total of 32 Accessory Dwelling Units have been permi8dyith continuing
permitting.

6.3  Environmental Concerns

Ludlow provides a critical ecological link for important regional natural resources including the
Connecticut River Valley, the Quabbin Reservoir, the Holyoke Range and the Chicopee River. It is not
surprising that Ludlow residents have shared histogoaicerns for maintaining local natural assets
including a high priority for preserving its water resources and open space.

During the master planning process in 2€@ 1 for example, open space was identified as a critical

issue. The Master PlancoteR SR G KIF 40X a2 KAfS [dzRf2¢ Kl & | ¢St i
size, unchecked lowdensity residential development could slowly devour its unprotected lands,

impacting water quality, wildlife habitat, rural character and scenic landscapgesefore, farmland and

open space protection are a significant issue, and many residents are particularly concerned about loss
27 FENXEFYR Fa GKS G2y O%Fienwittzbldarge ardourRE @d@etctedL |
open space (: 2 F [totzRdne abef)a@ndievelopment concentrated in the lower part of the
community, some residents are unaware of these resources and have little access to existing open

space.

25 Ludlow Zoning Bylaws, Secti6i6.
26 Pioneer Valley Planning Commission, Ludlow Master Plan, December 2011, page 95.
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land in Ludlow have been developed and 1,400 acréarest and 650 acres of faland and pasture

have been lostWhile this isconsistent with regional and state trends, the loss of farms and forests

altered the landscapand charater of the community.The once rural agricultural lands in the outskirts

of town arenow more suburban in characteL.udlow experienced the greatest increase in developed

land in the form of residential lotgreater than % acrin size¢?’

Ludlow alsdhas significant environmental challenges that present obstacles to new development
including:

1 Soils
Areas in the denser parts of town include loose soils that are conducive to development. Other
areas of town are often more characterized by steep slppptand hills, forests and glacial rock
and consequently less conducive to development.

1 Floodplains
[ dzRf 26 KIF & | ydzyYoSNI 2F Fft22R KFTFNR FNBFasz
southern boundary. Another is in the Westover Wildlifeidgement Area with several large
gSGtFYR&E FYR LRYRAD ! LIIINREAYFGSt& mIwmear F ONB
floodplain, including 167 structures.

1 Wetlands and Vernal Pools
The Town also has a considerable amount of wetlands thaihgrertant ecosystems for
LINSBASNBAY3I (GKS O02YYdzyAleQa Sy@ANRYYSyidlf KSI-
flooding. Some of the larger wetlands are located in the Westover Wildlife Management Area
and along Second Pond and Minnechoag Brook. The has/four confirmed vernal pools that
also provide important wildlife habitats. These areas, along with smaller tributaries, are
currently within unprotected land that is at risk of future development.

1 Rare or Endangered Species
The Town has abundantwt Rf AFS GgAGK a2YS aLISOASa tAadSR 7
Endangered Species Program as being endangered including the Upland Sandpiper, and Many
fruited Falsdloosestrife (plant). Threatened species include the Marbled Salamander,
Grasshoppef LI NN2 ¢ .t R 9F3tST YR 56¢F NF . dzf NHza K&
Bluespotted Salamander, Common Loon, Wood Turtle, and Climbing Fern.

CKS ¢26yQa Y2ad Qltda otS KFEoAdGFG | NBIF &ndAy Of dz
the Sprindgield Reservoir area in the northern part of town, where forastas have beeless
disturbed. Minnechoag Mountain is perhaps the most threatened area of high habitat value.

i1 DEP 21E Sites
tKS ¢2gy KrFra mtTo aAiidsSa 2y &GsesatactidigzNaMeByitdd € A &
and which will involve attention to mitigate environmental problems. Twesgtyen of the sites
involve hazardous waste, quite a few of which were associated withuldéow Millsproperty.

27 pioneer Valley Planning Commission, Ludlow Open Spadeeamdation Plan, January 2013, page 25.
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Of the total hazardous waste s#t, seven were in various phases of clegn The remaining
sites involved the presence of oil and of these 17 are in various phases of remediation.

Mitigation Measures

TheB 6y Qa bl GdzNIF £ | |1 | NRhataokhié grehtest éxeenf possinlegy 8 dz33Sa G &
construction should not be allowed in flood prone areas; that wetlands, farmland and open space

should be protected to provide flood storage capacity; and that impervious surfaces should be
YAYAYAT SR dzoning,ABludibgethie yatdr Supply Protection Overlay District and Floodplain
Overlay District, also provide further protection of the water supply and limit development in the 100

year floodplain.

This Housing Plan includes a strategy for the Town ptoex the prospects of approving Community
Preservation Act (CPA) funds that will not only provide subsidies for affordable housing but also offer
regular funding for open space preservation and improvemeAditionally, proposed zoning changes
that areincluded in this Plan, along with existing zoning bylaws such as the Chapter 40R district, should
help promote smart growth principles, guiding new development to appropriate locations and levels of
density.Moreover,the Town will carefully assess thegatts of any new development in order to

reduce adverse environmental impacts that might result before approvals are issued.

6.4  Transportation

The Town of Ludlow is located in the southern part of the Pioneer Valley bisected by the Massachusetts
Turnpke and also served by Interstate 291. It therefbes excellent highway access to Worcester,
{LINAY3IFASER YR LRAYyGA FdzZNHKSNI Skad G2 DNBI GSNJ

[ dzZRf 26 Qa4 KAIKgl & | OO0Sa i olunibsRexdesSivespedds, aind doSgastian2 K A -
and can have negative impacts on the community, pedestrian and bicycle safety in pafficular.

The Dwn is not connected to passenger rail service and has limited bus service, and it is therefore not
surprising that only0 or 0.4% of workers used public transportation according to the 2016 census
estimates Consequently, it is very important for resite to have access to cars, which can be a

financial burden on lower income households. Some local transportation services for seniors are
2TFSNBR o0& (KS {SyA2N)/SydidSNRa @Fy LINPINIY K2gS¢

Mitigation Measures

Opportunities to direct development to aas that are most conducive to higher densities, in that they

are closer to commercial areaguch as the Smart Growth Overlay Distmcgy serve to reduce
transportation problems somewhathis Housing Plan suggests expanding this Overlay District to

further smart growth opportunities in the communityAdditionally, thestate addeda commuter

LI NJAy3a 203 0SKAYR aodMa&yTuhike Authéit propérty i Protiote indid S
transportation efficiencies

6.5  School Enrollment

While many communities have concerns about the impacts of new housing construction on school
capacity, this should not be a problem for Ludlow, at least in the foreseeable fuline Ludlow Public
School District enroliment has been decreasing over st decade or so with total enrollment at 2,646
students in the 20128 school year, down from a high of 3,116 in 2804Enrollment projections from

28 pioneer Valley Planning Commission, Ludlow Master Plan, December 2011.
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Massachusetts School Building Authority (MSBA) indicate continuing declines to 2,314 students by 2020
and 1,982 by 2025.

Mitigation Measures

This Housing Production Plan involves annual housing production goals specified by the state of 42 units
LISNJ & S| NJ 6 n & proundl Fousjngiz®tkpobwhith a®dbitl608 are estimated to be targeted

to families Most of therental units produced would includene ortwo bedrooms given the growth in
smallerhouseholdsand 10% with thredbedroomswith only an estimated 32 homeownership units for

families, many of those to be part of the proposed Housing Rehalr&rotargeted to existing owners
¢tKSaS dzyAGa FNB dzytaAalSte (2 OlFdzaS Fye airayArATiol

6.6  Availability of Subsidy Funds

Financial resources to subsidize affordable housing preservation and production as wesital

assistance have suffered budget cuts over the years making funding more limited and compé@titive.

GKS 20KSNJ KIyRY ySg aiGliS NBaz2daNOSa KIS 0SSy Ay
housing agenda.

Unlike more than half adhe communities in Massachusetts, Ludlow does not have an important local
resource for subsidizing affordable housinthe Community Preservation Act (CPA). Under CPA, at

least 10% of the funding raised through a local proptaksurcharge and additital funding through

the statewide CPA Trust Fund, must be directed in support of efforts to preserve and produce affordable
housing, with at least another 10% allocated éaich ofopen space preservation and recreation as well

as historic preservationThe Town could benefit from funding support for all of these activities.

Mitigations Measures

This Housing Production Plan includes a recommendatiexptore the adoption of the Community
Preservation Act (CP#) Ludlow as well as an optidar establishing a Municipal Affordable Housing

Trust Fund to manage local housing resources. It further suggests that the Town apply for CDBG funding
from the state to introduce a Housing Rehabilitation Loan Program. The Plan also includes strategies for
working with developers to obtain other regional, state and federal funding to support housing
development efforts.

6.7 Community Perceptions

In most communities, residents are concerned about the impacts that new developmaytiave on
local services andhe quality of life. They may also have negative impressiosshsidizechousing and
guestion whether there is a real need for such development in their town. Therefore, local opposition
to new affordable units is more the norm than the exception. Omdkher hand, more peoplean come
to recognie that the new kindergarten teacher their grown childrermaynot be able to live in the
communityor that their elderly neighbomaybe struggling to remairnn Ludlowwithout more diversity
and affordabilityA y G KS ¢ 2 ¢y Q AlsoKoBcda@sidgnis uridértadd|that the Tomaybe
able to reserve up to 70% of the affordable units in any new development for thosdiwehar work in
Ludloz NB T S NDERIRNI B S Mds/ otestér local suppofor new housing initiatives may be
forthcoming.

Mitigations Measures
Ongoing community outreach and education will be necessary to continue to acquaint the community
with housing needs and garner local support and ultimately approvals for new hongiativies. This
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Housing Production Plasffers excellent opportunities to showcase the issue of affordable housing,

providing information to the community on local needs and proactive measures to meet these needs.

For example, the Ludlow Planning Boapthnsored a Community Housing Forum on May 17, 2018 to

present the highlights of the Housing Needs Assessment and obtain input from local leaders and
NEAARSyGa 2y GKS ¢24y Q& LINA pullikhedriSgivas RetodwJaniag 8,K 2 dzi
2019 as part of a Board of Selectmen meetmgresent the draft Housing Production Plan and obtain

local feedback.t will be important to continue to be sensitive to community concerns and provide
opportunities for residents to not onlgbtain accurate information on housing issues, whether they

relate to zoning or new development, but have genuine opportunitiesniout.
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7. AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION GOALS

TheMassachusett®epartmentof Housingand CommunityDevelopmen{DHCDadministersthe
HousingProductionProgramin accordancewith regulationsthat are meantto providemunicipalities
with greaterlocalcontrol over housingdevelopment. Underthe program,citiesandtownsare required
to prepareandadoptaHousingProductionPlanthat demonstrateshe productionof anincreaseof at
least0.5%of its yearround housingstockeligiblefor inclusionin the SubsidizedHousinginventory,the
equivalentof 42 unitsin the caseof Ludlow?® If DHCxertifiesthat the localityhascompliedwith its
annualgoalor that it hasproducedat least1.0%0f its yearround housing(the equivalentof 83 units for
Ludlow),the Towncould,throughits ZoningBoardof Appeals potentiallydenywhat it considered
inappropriatecomprehensivegpermit applicationsfor one or two years,respectivelywithout the

RS @St aviliigtdlap@ealthe decisionto the state

Whenthe 2020censudiguresarereleased|ikelylater in 2021,the annualhousingprodudion goalwill
increasereflectinghousinggrowth since2010. Giventhe total numberof housingunits asof the end of
2017,at 8,607units, and projectedgrowth of about40 units per yearfor the nextthree yearshasedon
recentannualhousinggrowth patterns, the 2020censuswill countapproximately8,727total housing
unitsthat would in turn reflectanincreasen the annualhousingproductiongoalto 44 units.

Usingthe strategiessummarizedunder Section8 and priority needsandtargetedgoalsestablishedin
Sectionb.7,the Townof Ludlowhasdevelopeda HousingProductionProgramthat estimatesaffordable
housingactivity overthe nextfive (5)years. Theprojectedgoalsare bestguessest thistime, andthere
islikelyto be a greatdealof fluidity in theseestimatesfrom yearto year. Thegoalsare alsobased
largelyon the followingcriteria:

1 Ataminimum,at leastfifty percent(50%)of the unitsthat are developedon publicly-owned
parcelsshouldbe affordableto householdsarningat or below 80%o0f areamedianincome.
Therental projectswill alsotarget somehouseholdsarningat or below 60%o0f areamedian
incomewith lower incometiers aswell dependingupon subsidyprogramrequirements.

1 Projections are based on no fewer than four (4) units per acre. However, given specific site
conditions and financial feasibility, it may be appropriate to decrease or increase density as long
as projects are in compliance with state Title 5 and wetlaedsilations. Because development
opportunities are limited, the Town should make sure that new development makes good use of
designated development parcels.

2% Massachusetts General Law Chapter 40B, 760 CMR 56.00.

%0If a community has achieved certification within 15 days of the opening of the local hearing for the

comprehensive permit, the ZBA shall provide written notice to the applicant, with a copy to DHCD, that it considers
that a denial of the permit or the ingsition of conditions or requirements would be consistent with local needs,

the grounds that it believes have been met, and the factual basis for that position, including any necessary

supportive documentation. If the applicant wishes to challenge theZBA  a aSNIiA2y X AU Ydzad R
GNRGGSY y20A0S (G2 51 /5% gAGK | O2Lk (G2 GKS %. !> gAilK)
documentation to support its position. DHCD shall review the materials provided by both partiesaeadi

decision within 30 days of its receipt of all materials. The ZBA shall have the burden of proving satisfaction of the
grounds for asserting that a denial or approval with conditions would be consistent local needs, provided,

however, that any failte of the DHCD to issue a timely decision shall be deemed a determination in favor of the
municipality. This procedure shall trigger the requirement to terminate the hearing within 180 days.
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1 Becausdhousingstrategiesncludedevelopmenton privately-ownedparcels productionwill
involveprojectssponsoredy private developerghroughthe standardregulatoryprocess,
Chapterd0R,or possiblythe & T NJ&A $omBréhénsivepermit process. TheTownwill continue
to work with private developerdo fine-tune proposalgo maximizetheir responsiveness
communityinterestsandto increaseaffordabilityto the greatestextentfeasible.

1 Theprojectionsinvolvea mix of rental and ownershipopportunitiesthat reflectthe targeted
housinggoalsincludedin the HousingNeedsAssessmentsee Sections.7)where at least80%o0f
the units are projectedto be rentals. TheTownwill work with developergo promote a diversity
of housingtypesdirectedto different populationswith housingneedsincludingyoungfamilies,
seniors singleoccupantsandindividualswith specialneedsto offer awider rangeof housing
optionsfor residents.

1 Goals include handicapped accessibility and/or supportive services in at least 10% of all
affordable units created in family housing and at least 20% of all iméfordable
senior/singleperson housing.

LudlowHousingProduction Plan 61






